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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Thursday, October 9, 1997

The House met at 9:30 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore [Mr., LATOURETTE].

—————

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
October 9, 1997.

I hereby designate the Honorable STEVEN
C. LATOURETTE to act as Speaker pro tem-
pore on this day.

NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

——————

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Reverend James David
Ford, D.D., offered the following pray-
er:

Whatever our need, O God, whatever
our concern, whatever our hopes and
dreams, we pray this day that You
would breathe into us the spirit of un-
derstanding and peace. Pervade our
hearts with Your spirit of goodness and
mercy and cause us to hear Your still
small voice, calling us to repentance
for when we have missed the mark and
endowing us with all the wonderful
gifts of life. As we look to this new day
of grace, give our minds a vision of jus-
tice, give our hands opportunities to do
good work, and give our hearts a full
measure of Your abiding love. In Your
name, we pray. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to clause 1, rule I, I demand a vote on
agreeing to the Speaker's approval of
the Journal.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the Chair’'s approval of
the Journal.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 5 of rule I, further pro-
ceedings on this question are post-
poned.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT]
come forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. TRAFICANT led the Pledge of
Allegiance as follows:

I pledge alleglance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair announces that he will postpone
1 minute recognition until the end of
the business day.

—————

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 2607, DISTRICT OF CO-
LUMBIA APPROPRIATIONS, MED-
ICAL LIABILITY REFORM, AND
EDUCATION REFORM ACT OF 1998

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 264 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 264

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2607) making
appropriations for the government of the
District of Columbia and other activities
chargeable in whole or in part against the
revenues of sald District for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1998, and for other pur-
poses. The first reading of the bill shall be
dispensed with. All points of order against
consideration of the bill are waived. General
debate shall be confined to the bill and shall
not exceed one hour equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor-
ity member of the Committee on Appropria-
tions. After general debate the bill shall be
considered for amendment under the five-
minute rule and shall be considered as read.
The amendment printed in part 1 of the re-
port of the Committee on Rules accom-
panying this resolution shall be considered
as adopted in the House and in the Com-
mittee of the Whole. Points of order against
provisions in the bill, as amended, for failure
to comply with clause 2 or 6 of rule XXI are
waived. No further amendment shall be in
order except those printed in part 2 of the re-
port of the Committee on Rules. Bach fur-
ther amendment may be considered only in

the order printed in the report, may be of-
fered only by a Member designated in the re-
port, shall be considered as read, shall be de-
batable for the time specified in the report
equally divided and controlled by the pro-
ponent and an opponent, shall not be subject
to amendment except as specified in the re-
port, and shall not be subject to a demand
for division of the question in the House or
in the Committee of the Whole. All points of
order against amendments printed in the re-
port are walved. The Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole may: (1) postpone until
a time during further consideration in the
Committee of the Whole a request for a re-
corded vote on any amendment; and (2) re-
duce to five minutes the minimum time for
electronic voting on any postponed question
that follows another electronic vote without
intervening business, provided that the min-
imum time for electronic voting on the first
in any series of questions shall be fifteen
minutes. At the conclusion of consideration
of the bill for amendment the Committee
shall rise and report the bill, as amended, to
the House with such further amendments as
may have been adopted. The previous ques-
tion shall be considered as ordered on the
bill and amendments thereto to final passage
without intervening motion except one mo-
tion to recommit with or without instruc-
tions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California [Mr. DREIER] is
recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, for the
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Dallas, TX [Mr. FrRoOST], pending
which I yield myself such time as I
may consume. During consideration of
this resolution, all time yielded is for
the purpose of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, this is a modified closed
rule providing for consideration of H.R.
2607, the District of Columbia appro-
priations bill for fiscal year 1998. The
rule provides for 1 hour of general de-
bate divided equally between the chair-
man and ranking minority member of
the Committee on Appropriations,
waives all points of order against con-
sideration of the bill, and provides that
the amendment printed in part 1 of the
Committee on Rules report shall be
considered as adopted.

The rule waives points of order
against provisions in the bill, as
amended, for failure to comply with
clause 2 and clause 6 of rule XXI re-
garding unauthorized appropriations,
legislative provisions, and reappropri-
ations in appropriations bills.

The rule provides for consideration of
only those amendments printed in part
2 of the Committee on Rules report, by
the Member designated, shall be con-
sidered as read, shall be debatable for
the time specified, shall not be subject
to amendment except as specified in
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the report, and shall not be subject to
a division of the question. All points of
order against the amendments are
waived.

The rule also grants the authority to
the chairman of the Committee of the
Whole to postpone recorded votes on
amendments and to reduce the voting
time on amendments to 5 minutes pro-
vided that the first vote in a series is
not less than 156 minutes.

Finally, the rule provides for one mo-
tion to recommit with or without in-
structions.

Mr. Speaker, earlier this year the
Congress passed the National Capital
Revitalization Act which transferred
certain State functions to the Federal
Government and eliminated the tradi-
tional Federal payment. The commit-
tee's bill reflects those actions, pro-
viding for a total of $828 million in Fed-
eral funds, including funds to provide
pay raises to police officers, fire-
fighters, and teachers.

Mr. Speaker, of all the troubles and
problems facing our Nation's Capital, I
believe the most sad and distressing is
in the school system. The district’s
children, especially those at the lower
end of the economic spectrum, are hav-
ing their futures stolen from them by a
failed education system that eats up
over half a billion dollars and spends
more per student than schools offering
a far better education. In the D.C.
school system, money is not the prob-
lem.

Education is first, last and always,
Mr. Speaker, about children. Children
are the future of the Nation. That is
why we must do whatever it takes to
improve the education system here.
While I believe that parents and local
communities can best solve our edu-
cation problems, this is our Nation's
Capital. This Congress has the obliga-
tion to step in and do what is right.

Every child in America has the right
to a safe, drug-free environment in
which to learn. That is all too often an
unrealized dream for children in this
city. We must put parents at the head
of the line when it comes to making de-
cisions about education, not govern-
ment bureaucrats or union hosses.
Most important, every child, regardless
of income, should receive a quality
education. Not one should be left be-
hind because of where she or he lives or
because her parents’ financial situation
is not that strong.

Mr. Speaker, this bill is first and
foremost prochild because it supports
education. Opposition to the education
section of this bill cannot be about
money. The committee bill spends
more on the D.C. public school system
than actually was requested by the
city. Instead, the opposition to the pa-
rental choice provisions in the bill are
driven by politics and ideology.

It is sad that there are special inter-
ests that will do anything to block pa-
rental choice. Where we should expect
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overwhelming support for bold experi-
ments to empower parents to give their
children the best education possible,
we get extremism in defense of a failed
bureaucracy. Well, I believe that we
owe it to children starting in this city
to give them a better opportunity for a
brighter future.

Mr. Speaker, I urge Members on both
sides of the aisle to look beyond the
blinders of special interest ideology
and support both the rule and the com-
mittee bill.

Mr. Speaker, 1 reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, this rule gives the
Members of this House an opportunity
to do the right thing for the residents
of the District of Columbia. The rule
provides Members the opportunity to
vote for a fair deal for the District and
its citizens and to reject the unfair bill
reported from the committee. The
Moran substitute deserves the support
of the House, and because the majority
has made this substitute in order, I
will support the rule. But Mr. Speaker,
I cannot support the bill unless it is
amended by the Moran substitute.

Because of the deplorable financial
condition this city was in 2 years ago,
the Congress and the President have
sought through tough measures to
bring about drastic change. But in
doing so, I fear that the residents of
the District of Columbia have been de-
nied democratic representation. The
Mayor, the council, and the school
board have been effectively removed as
voices in or for the city. I am not a de-
fender of the old order, but at the same
time I cannot support what the Repub-
lican majority has proposed as a rem-
edy.

Mr. Speaker, if the Republican ma-
jority wants to revoke home rule for
the District, then the Republican ma-
jority ought to deal straight with the
residents of this city instead of micro-
managing every aspect of the city's
government. Using the city as a Petri
dish for experimentation in Republican
social engineering is unacceptable. I
urge every Member to reject the com-
mittee bill and support the Moran sub-
stitute.

There are many reasons why Mem-
bers should oppose the committee bill,
not the least of which is inclusion of $7
million for a school voucher program.
The state of affairs in the schools of
this city is sorry. We have all read the
papers and know what is going on. But,
Mr. Speaker, taking $7 million away
from the public schools to provide
scholarships for poor students to at-
tend parochial and private schools will
not repair the roofs and buy the books
for the hundreds of students who will
be left in the classrooms of the public
schools.

Mr. Speaker, if the Republican ma-
jority is determined to implement
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school vouchers as an educational al-
ternative to public schools in this
country, I call upon them and the sup-
porters of vouchers to bring out a bill
and let us debate it fair and square. Do
not use the kids in the District to fur-
ther their social agenda and provide
them with photo ops.

This bill seeks to completely revamp
the medical malpractice system in the
District of Columbia and to cap dam-
ages for injury at $250,000. Mr. Speaker,
the medical malpractice system in the
District is not in any way related to
providing the funding for the oper-
ations of the government and services
of this city in fiscal year 1998. How the
Republican majority thinks the inclu-
sion of this 16-page title will make this
government work more effectively for
the benefit of the citizens of this city is
beyond my understanding. This provi-
sion is clearly irrelevant to the appro-
priations process and deserves to be
stricken from the bill. However, I
should point out to my colleagues that
the only opportunity Members will
have to strike this provision is by vot-
ing for the Moran substitute.

Mr. Speaker, this rule also makes in
order an important amendment which
will be offered by the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. SABo]. The Republican
majority has included in the bill a pro-
vision which waives the Davis-Bacon
prevailing wage standards for school
construction projects. The Sabo
amendment seeks to strike that provi-
sion and deserves the support of the
House.

Mr. Speaker, this is a bad bill which,
if the House supports the Moran sub-
stitute and the Sabo amendment, can
be made acceptable. The people of the
District do not deserve the bill re-
ported by the Committee on Appropria-
tions. They want their city to work for
the benefit of its residents and the
many millions of visitors it receives
each year. I think the Congress should
help the city recover, not use it to fur-
ther the Republican social agenda.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. CUNNINGHAM], my very good
friend and fellow Californian.
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Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I
rise in strong support of the D.C. ap-
propriations bill, and first of all I
would like to commend the chairman,
the gentleman from North Carolina
[Mr. TAYLOR]. The gentleman under-
went a stroke, and he fought through a
very difficult situation, and he is back
to 100 percent now, but during that
time he persevered.

I would like to go through a couple of
things. My colleague on the other side
said this is a bad bill. The reason that
the Democrats do not like this bill is
because it is the unions that support
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their particular issues. The unions,
with the voucher system, and the
unions with Davis-Bacon, both hurt,
and both are opposed by the National
School Board Association and the ma-
jority of the residents in every cat-
egory.

Now, the District of Columbia only
has about 14 percent Republicans, yet
over 60 percent of the parents with
school age children in the District sup-
port removing Davis-Bacon, which in-
flates the cost of construction between
20 and 30 percent. Now, if they really
care about children, like the other side
purports all the time, they will do this
for the children, waive Davis-Bacon,
because it saves over 20 percent.

The average age of a school in Wash-
ington, DC is 86 years. They had trou-
ble even getting the roofs repaired so
that the children could go to school
this year. There are safety hazards. We
need the dollars to be infused after gen-
erations of neglect in the D.C. school
system. That is why the residents of
Washington, DC, want to waive the
Davis-Bacon Act.

The bill gives D.C. schools the au-
thority to waive the act. It does not do
anything with Davis-Bacon. It just
gives Washington the right to waive
the act themselves. Congress does not
do that. But it reduces the inflationary
cost if they do that and they have cho-
sen that exact thing. The National
School Boards Assoclation supports
this provision.

The study by Dr. Thiebolt found that
States with Davis-Bacon laws pay 13
percent more for their classrooms than
the 20 States without them. Yet I say
to my colleague that just spoke, who is
working with the DNC, the unions
have, time after time, and time again,
infused illegal money into the cam-
paigns of Democrats. That is under in-
vestigation right now. Of course, they
do not want this. This is their power
base, both in construction and with the
teachers unions. They do not want it.

My wife is an elementary school prin-
cipal with a doctorate degree. The last
thing we want to do is hurt public edu-
cation, but this program is needed. Of
the over 20 Members of Congress that
live in the D.C. area, not a single one
have their students in public schools.
They put them in private schools.
Why? There are good teachers in Wash-
ington, DC, and there are some good
schoolhouses as well, but the great ma-
jority are failing and the teachers are
not credentialed. I would not put my
children here. 1 do not think many of
my colleagues would either.

All we are asking for is an oppor-
tunity for these parents to have their
children go into a school that is free of
drugs, that is free of crime, where they
have a shot at the 21st century. That is
not the case now, Mr. Speaker. That is
why the gentleman from North Caro-
lina, in this bill, has done everything
he can to help the schools.
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Now, if the other side really wants to
help the children instead of their union
bosses and support the DNC and their
fundraising, then they will support
this. They say this is a terrible bill.
What they mean to say is it is terrible
against the unions, their bhig sup-
porters.

I would say that time and time again
we have our groups that are like a
domino effect. We feel that if some-
thing passes, that it will domino the
rest of the issues that we support. And
I am sure that that is what it is with
the unions and Davis-Bacon, but this is
an emergency situation, Mr. Speaker,
an emergency situation with school-
houses that are over 86 years old.

The schoolchildren have almost zero
chance at the American dream. This is
a chance where we can help them in-
stead of helping the unions for once.
And, again, it does not waive Davis-
Bacon, it just gives the city the right
to waive it because it saves between 20
and 30 percent in construction costs.
That is not asking too much, I do not
think. Yet that is why my colleague
says this is a terrible bill.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 1 minute.

The gentleman on the other side
seems to be a little confused, and I can
understand that because it is difficult
to follow all these things, but I am not
affiliated with the DNC. I am chairman
of the Democratic Congressional Cam-
paign Committee.

Also, I would point out to my friend
on the other side that there has been
one conviction of a sitting Member of
Congress during this session for cam-
paign violations. It was a Republican
Member, who pleaded guilty to accept-
ing over $200,000 in illegal corporate
contributions,.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentlewoman from the District of Co-
lumbia [Ms. NORTON].

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, today we
will have before us an appropriation
bill that is at odds with our core be-
liefs. It takes the tough, fiscally re-
sponsible work of a district that is not
our own, presided over by a no-non-
sense control board, and tears it up.

No amount of rhetoric about the con-
stitutional obligation to run, or is it
run over, the Nation's capital will
work this time, not when the control
board and the city have submitted a
budget that uses almost all its small
surplus for deficit reduction. No right-
eous rhetoric will explain some 60 in-
stances of legislating on an appropria-
tion in fine detail, some of it quickly
altered to appropriation language, but
just as devastating to the work of the
control board and the city.

No amount of crocodile tears for the
District's children, from Members with
a long history of not supporting these
children or District bills for these chil-
dren will make credible the ideological
baggage, especially vouchers, they
have stuffed into this bill.
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Here are five questions we should ask
ourselves as we hear today’s debate.

One. Ask yourselves: “'If my District
had voted 89 percent against vouchers
in a referendum, would I then vote for
vouchers on the basis of manipulative
polls that ask poor people and min-
isters not whether they desire vouchers
for public money but whether they
would like some free money for schol-
arships.” It is a scam on poor people
and I resent it.

If my colleagues are from one of the
many States that have turned down
vouchers, they must vote for the sub-
stitute. They should know who they
are: New York, Michigan, Nebraska,
Oregon, Idaho, Maryland, Washington
State, Missouri, Alaska, California,
Massachusetts, Utah, Colorado.

The so-called free ‘‘scholarships’ or
vouchers come from the District’s own
meager surplus funds. The District's
public schools desperately need every
cent of public money. Every child in
the District could have a place in an
after school program with the §7 mil-
lion that would go to private and reli-
gious schools in the District, Mary-
land, and Virginia. Think of what that
money would do for our kids® education
and for elimination of juvenile crime in
this city.

Two. Will it help or hurt the District
if we prevent a contract for a state-of-
the-art financial management system
to be awarded on a competitive basis
after years of delay?

Should the Congress override all of
the experts who advise that the up-
grade of the present nonfunctional sys-
tem is unworkable and wasteful? Is
this body prepared to take responsi-
bility for the serious delay in the con-
gressionally mandated management
and financial reforms that will result
from preventing the contract?

Three. Should Congress cancel a con-
tract for the annual audit now in
progress that was won through a com-
petitive bid about which no question
whatsoever has been raised?

Four. Will it help or hurt the Dis-
trict’s fragile recovery to cancel the
city's authority to eliminate its accu-
mulated deficit using exactly the same
approach that was necessary to bring
New York and Philadelphia out of in-
solvency? Why would we want to re-
tract this authority when we just gave
it to the control board in the Balanced
Budget Act?

Five. Does Congress want to keep the
control board from using self-generated
interest to do studies, such as those
that are the basis for wholesale reform
of the police department and the school
system now in progress?

I believe my colleagues will be puz-
zled by these provisions. They reveal
only the tip of a volcano of an appro-
priation that is dangerously capricious.

1 do not believe that a substitute for
an entire appropriation bill has ever
been offered in 23 years of home rule.
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When the substitute is copied from the
fiscally conservative bill of a conserv-
ative North Carolina Senator that even
has my support, Members perhaps get a
sense of how radically damaging to my
constituents, how arbitrary the bill be-
fore us is.

I ask my colleagues to reject this bill
and to vote for the rule so we can vote
for the Moran substitute that rejects
this bill.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
myself 12 minutes to respond to my
friend, and let me say that I have the
highest regard for the gentlewoman
from the District of Columbia. She and
I have worked together on a wide range
of issues.

I do not seek to stand here and speak
as the greatest authority on the Dis-
trict of Columbia. I do happen to reside
here when I am in Washington, DC. But
I think that it is important for us to
look at a couple of facts.

First of all, District voters have
never actually voted on a voucher or
scholarship referendum. In 1981, which
is over a decade and a half ago, voters
rejected a referendum that would have
permitted tax credits for educational
expenses, but this is not actually a tax
credit, because a tax credit would pri-
marily help those who pay taxes and
are generally not poor. In contrast, the
scholarship legislation is targeted at
children from low-income families.

In addition, I think it is important
for us to recognize that an awful lot
has changed since 1981, including public
opinion on a wide range of issues. Polls
show that parental choice enjoys
strong support in the District of Co-
lumbia, especially among African-
Americans. There was a recent poll
that was conducted of District resi-
dents showing that 44 percent favor
scholarships while only 31 percent op-
pose them, and among African-Ameri-
cans support outweighs opposition by a
margin of 48 to 29.

A poll conducted by the Joint Center
for Political and Economic Studies, an
African-American think tank that op-
poses school choice, found that 57 per-
cent of African-Americans actually
support parental choice.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. OBEY].

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, in the last
session of Congress our friends on the
Republican side of the aisle made clear
that they were willing to shut down all
of Government in order to get what
they wanted on certain ideological
issues. This year it appears that they
have more modest goals and are simply
talking about shutting down or se-
verely crippling only portions of Gov-
ernment if they do not get their way.

For instance, many of them would
like to hold hostage the Labor, Health,
and Education appropriation bill unless
they get their way on school testing. A
number of them have said publicly
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they are willing to shut down the for-
eign operations appropriation bill un-
less they get their way on Mexico City
policy and abortion. A number of oth-
ers have indicated they would just as
soon shut down the Interior appropria-
tion bill unless they get their way so
they can continue to see Yellowstone
polluted and continue to see redwoods
cut in California. And now we see that
a significant number indicate to the
press that they are willing to hold hos-
tage the District of Columbia bill for
the next year unless they get their way
on vouchers.
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1 would simply suggest that the time
for that is past. We are now 1 week into
the new fiscal year. We ought to be re-
solving differences, not continuing to
exacerbate them. That is why I support
this rule, because it gives us an oppor-
tunity to deal with this bill in the fast-
est way possible.

1 would hope that after the rule
passes, that we pass the Moran amend-
ment, which corrects a wide variety of
gross overreaches by this Congress.

The Moran amendment. would, essen-
tially, simply have the House adopt the
House version of the D.C. appropria-
tions bill, which is brought to the
House by Senator FAIRCLOTH. He is not,
as my colleagues know, exactly a left
wing liberal. I think conservatives are
safe with him. And it just seems to me
that that is the best way to approach
this issue if we want to do our duty by
the District and if we want to get all of
our business done across the board.

I would invite my colleagues’ atten-
tion to the Washington Post editorial
this morning, which says as follows:

The House of Representatives should not
dishonor itself today by adopting the long
list of wide-ranging riders tacked onto the
D.C. appropriations bill by the sub-
committee.

I agree with that editorial. I think
that the proper course is to support
this rule and then to support the
Moran amendment so that we can over-
come Congress's efforts to try to use
Washington, DC, as a social experiment
for pet ideas of right wing think tanks
around the country.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to my friend, the gentleman
from California [Mr. CUNNINGHAM].

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, be-
sides thanking the chairman, the gen-
tleman from North Carolina [Mr. TAY-
LOR], there is another gentleman that
should be thanked, and that is General
Becton. General Becton has taken on
an enormous job in saving the schools
in Washington, DC. He did so where he
came before.

But I would say that, speaking to the
bill itself, who supports removing
Davis-Bacon? Sixty-five percent sup-
port allowing D.C. officials to repair
the D.C. schools without mandating
higher Federal wages, 53 percent of
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union households support it, 60 percent
of the Democrats in the District agree,
68 percent agree it is more important
to remove Davis-Bacon, and 56 percent
give D.C. schools a D or an F. It is
time, and it is an emergency.

Here is what *°20/20"" said: *'That’s the
argument: We need Davis-Bacon to
guarantee good wages to make sure
Government buildings are well-built.
Sounds logical, 'til you realize that
most buildings in America are not Gov-
ernment-built buildings. In fact, three-
fourths of construction is private work.
Are these buildings lower quality than
Government buildings? Of course not.
They may be better built. In most
American life, we do quite well without
Government setting wages and prices.”
That is John Stossel and **20/20."”

We would also say that, who supports
it? The National School Board Associa-
tion, for vouchers and for both remov-
ing Davis-Bacon, the U.S. Chamber of
Commerce, the Associated Builders and
Contractors.

D.C. Board chairman Dr. Andrew
Brimmer told the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce that,
“Waiving the Davis-Bacon Act would
be helpful in our ability to attract do-
nated services."” And 65 percent of D.C.
residents support this provision.

Florida eliminated its State Davis-
Bacon law in 1974 for schools. They
saved 156 percent. Kentucky, likewise,
they reinstated it and increased their
construction cost by $35 million. Ohio
is saving millions.

We ask for the support of the oppor-
tunity scholarships and removal of
Davis-Bacon and support the rule.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr. MORAN].

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. FROST]
for yielding me the time.

I rise in support of this rule. The
Committee on Rules yesterday consid-
ered a number of amendments to the
District of Columbia Appropriations
Act. There was an amendment, offered
by the gentleman from California [Mr.
Dixon], who had been the chair of this
D.C. Appropriations Act that would
have struck the vouchers provision. He
made an eloquent argument in the full
Committee on Appropriations against
that provision.

There was an amendment offered by
the gentleman from California [Mr.
HORN] that limited the application of
the bill’'s voucher provision to only
schools located within the District of
Columbia.

There was an amendment offered by
the gentlewoman from Florida [Mrs.
MEEK] to correct the provisions that
condition funding for the University of
the District of Columbia School of
Law. And they are receiving accredita-
tion next year by the American Bar As-
sociation.

There was an amendment offered by
the gentleman from Maryland [Mr.
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HOYER] to strike the provisions in the
bill that reopen Pennsylvania Avenue.
There was an amendment that I sought
to offer that would have struck a num-
ber of provisions through which the
Committee on Appropriations was at-
tempting to micromanage the District
of Columbia government, and particu-
larly micromanaging its financial man-
agement system, which is essential to
getting the D.C. government back on
its feet. But none of these amendments
were made in order.

Yet, this is a fair rule because it has
made in order a substitute amendment
that we will offer. This substitute
amendment will strike all of the provi-
sions included in the House version of
the D.C. Appropriations Act except the
provisions that grant a pay raise to
public safety employees.

In its place, my amendment will sub-
stitute the version of the D.C. Appro-
priations Act that was drafted by the,
may 1 say, conservative Republican
Senator from North Carolina, and it
was approved by a nearly unanimous
Senate Committee on Appropriations
and passed out of the other body last
night.

That is what we want to do. It incor-
porates the consensus budget from the
Control Board, the Mayor, D.C. City
Council. We think that is the way to
go. It leaves these kinds of legislative
decisions to the legislative committee.
This is a fair rule because this sub-
stitute amendment incorporates all the
amendments that Democrats and Re-
publicans sought to offer in the Com-
mittee on Rules.

The substitute will strike provisions
in the bill that give a sole-source con-
tract for the District’s financial man-
agement system to a vendor that has
not even bid for it. The vendor does not
want it, and yet it would insist that
they take it and take it away from a
vendor that, in fact, was approved and
has the capability and qualifications to
carry out the financial management
system that the city desperately needs.

It will strike the provisions of the
bill that prohibit private companies
from operating helicopter tours over
the Nation's Capitol. Maybe this is a
good idea, but it is not up to us to
make those kinds of decisions.

It will ensure that no vouchers are
made for the schools outside of the Dis-
trict of Columbia. In fact, it will en-
sure that no voucher provision is en-
acted, because this is a poison pill, it is
a killer amendment. If it is included,
the bill will be vetoed.

My substitute amendment will en-
sure that the budget submitted by the
District’'s governing bodies, the gov-
erning bodies that Congress set up in
terms of the Financial Control Board, a
budget that is balanced 1 year earlier
than required, just exactly what we
asked them to do, a budget that re-
duces the District’s operating deficit
by two-thirds, and it cuts spending
from last year.
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That bill deserves to be signed into
law. If this substitute amendment is
approved, that bill will be signed into
law. This is a modified closed rule that
does limit debate and it limits our free-
dom to offer amendments, yet it is a
fair rule. It allows Members to make a
fundamental choice as to whether they
are going to allow the District’s gov-
ernment and the congressionally cre-
ated budget process to work or whether
they are going to continue to try to
micromanage the District of Columbia
and make this, the smallest of the 13
appropriations bills, one of the most
controversial and contentious.

I support the rule, and I support the
substitute that I will be offering pursu-
ant to it. I hope every Member will join
me in supporting this rule and in sup-
porting my substitute amendment and,
in fact, reaffirming the very concept
that the other side has been urging, de-
evolution: Give power back to the peo-
ple at the local level. Let them make
the decisions that they are entitled to
make under a democratic process. I
urge my colleagues very strongly not
only to support this rule, but to sup-
port the amendment.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, 1 thank
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
MoORAN] also for his very strong support
of this bipartisan rule, which I am
happy to say that we have been able to
work out.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. DAvVIS],
chairman of the District of Columbia
Subcommittee on Government Reform
and Oversight and my very dear friend.

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman from California
[Mr. DREIER] for yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the
rule as well. It is not perfect, but with
a bill like this within so many different
agendas, it is difficult to frame them.

I am in a bit of a bind because, on the
one hand, I certainly have supported
the scholarship program, support and
spoke for it the last time, support the
Davis-Bacon repeal, and yet there are
other pieces of this bill that I find real-
ly contrary to what we have been try-
ing to do at our committee level. But
we will sort this out as it moves, and
there are a number of amendments
that we will have a chance to address.

I think the legislative process,
though, has to move along. It has many
steps along the way, and at each one of
these steps changes can be made. But if
he were to terminate this process, de-
feat this rule, defeat this bill in what-
ever form today, and send it back, we
are playing a very dangerous game.

Brinkmanship like this in the past
has resulted in the Government closing
down, the District of Columbia govern-
ment closing down, through no fault of
their own, because of Congress’' inabil-
ity to act. It is unnecessary, because
instead of playing beat-the-clock, with
one continuing resolution after an-
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other, it is far more prudent to move
the process along after making what-
ever changes are possible at this time.

With the District of Columbia appro-
priations bill, there are other reasons
as well for advancing to the next stage
of the legislative process. We all know
the D.C. Revitalization Act, which
passed the Congress as part of the Bal-
anced Budget Act of 1997. Medicaid
changes and tax incentives were in-
cluded as well in that enactment and in
the equally historic Tax Reform Act of
1997.

To have enacted such significant re-
forms, and these were the most signifi-
cant reforms enacted in the District of
Columbia in the last 25 years, and to
see them signed by the President is a
legislative accomplishment we can all
take pride in helping to achieve.

With patience and perseverance, the
reforms that we have enacted for the
District of Columbia have begun to
have their intended effect. In fact, the
President’s proposals, which we used as
the starting point for our Revitaliza-
tion Act, were made possible by the
previous effective measures which Con-
gress had taken in establishing the Dis-
trict of Columbia Control Board.

We now have a rare opportunity,
sanctioned by both Congress and the
White House, to restructure and im-
prove the complex relationship be-
tween the Federal Government and the
Nation's Capital. But time is of the es-
sence, and we are at a moment of
truth.

Many of the issues addressed in the
D.C. Revitalization Act are particu-
larly urgent and time sensitive. To
take just one example, a trustee must
be up and running to help establish re-
forms in the District’'s prison system.
Just last week, the court-appointed
monitor said of the medium-security
security facility at Lorton, “‘It has de-
teriorated to a level of depravity that
is unparalleled in its troubled history."”

Many of the changes this Congress
enacted for the Nation's Capital simply
cannot be implemented within the lim-
ited framework of a continuing resolu-
tion. They can only be achieved within
the framework of a duly enacted budg-
et.

I must respectfully remind my col-
leagues that we are talking about an
actual living and breathing city. It is
tragic enough when Congress reaches
an impasse in consideration of a budget
for one of our executive departments,
but if we are unable to enact a budget
for the Nation's Capital, that real city
which exists just beyond the monu-
ments is placed at a grave risk of im-
mediate harm. And when you consider
most of the District’s budget consists
of self-generated funds, it makes the
spectacle of congressional delay even
more difficult to explain.

Some of us have differences with var-
ious sections of the bill before us.
Many have reservations which I share.
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But I appeal to all of my colleagues, as
chairman of the authorizing sub-
committee for the District, to join me
in voting for this bill in its final form,
whatever it may take today, letting it
pass to the next phase of the legislative
process. There really is no alternative
to that.

If I can take another minute to talk
about the procurement in terms of the
management reforms and the District’'s
financial management system, there
has been a duly authorized procure-
ment. It has been competed widely and
openly. It was won fairly. Most of the
work is under a fixed-cost arrange-
ment. A very small portion of the work
is under an hourly billing arrangement.
But the total hours are capped.

A company previously in a previous
version, I think we will be taking care
of the manager's version today, that
was going to be earmarked, is not in-
terested in the business and does not
want the business. I think the man-
ager’'s amendment on this is absolutely
essential if we are to move ahead.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, [ yield 2
minutes to ' the gentlewoman from
Florida [Mrs. MEEK].

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
FRrosT] for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I stand to support the
rule. And, hopefully, the Moran amend-
ment will be passed following this rule.

This rule has several things in it
with which I do not agree. But it has a
lot of good things in it, this particular
rule does. With the Moran amendment
passing, it certainly will clear up, in
my mind and for the people I represent,
the District of Columbia’s dilemma.
But I cannot take my seat unless I say
a word or two about this process, which
at many times is not a good one.

I had an amendment before the Com-
mittee on Rules yesterday concerning
the University of the District of Co-
lumbia's Law School. I was given per-
mission to bring that rule to the floor.
I was given permission to have 10 min-
utes for debate. And through some kind
of chicanery, it did not reach here this
morning.

I want this Congress to understand
that I shoot from the hip and will al-
ways® shoot from the hip, I deal
straightforward, and some of the kinds
of intramural kinds of gymnastics I see
here I do not appreciate.
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But I can say to my colleagues that
I hope that this rule will pass and that
the Moran amendment will follow, in
spite of some of the arcane kinds of
methodologies that some of my col-
leagues use to fight what they do not
want to see. Now, that applies to both
parties, both Democrat and Repub-
lican. Do not try that with CARRIE
MEEK.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3%
minutes to my very good friend, the
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gentleman from Kansas [Mr. TIAHRT], a
hard-working member of the Sub-
committee on the District of Columbia
of the Committee on Appropriations.

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from California and a
former Kansas native. We miss the gen-
tleman up there in the State of Kansas,
by the way.

Mr. Speaker, I think this is a very
fair rule. It does limit the number of
amendments, but we do have, I think,
an opportunity to deal with the issues
that are contentious in this legislation.

Frankly, the District of Columbia is
in need of some change. If we look at
the bureaucracy, it seems very heavy.
It is laden with inefficiency. If we look
at some of the political motivations
that have been behind the programs
that have been experimented with,
they seem to be liberal to most of
America.

One of the problems that is very com-
mon here is the welfare benefits inside
the District of Columbia are much
higher than any welfare benefits in the
surrounding area. There needs to be
some adjustment down.

In the area of safety, many of the
people feel unsafe in Washington, D.C.
It has often been referred to as the
murder capital of America, rather than
the Capital of the United States, and
that is sad. So we do need to have some
changes to the police. We found out re-
cently that 90 percent of the arrests
are made by 10 percent of the police
force. So there need to be some changes
in the police department, some incen-
tives for them to be on the street, in
the communities, in the neighbor-
hoods. This incentive is in the D.C. ap-
propriations bill.

We also have a way of dealing with
the degenerating schools in the Dis-
trict of Columbia by allowing a limited
voucher program to take the most dif-
ficult situations in education, the chil-
dren that are having the least hope,
that are getting the worst grades, and
in a poverty level, and allow them the
opportunity with this voucher to have
the same ability to go to a private
school like the Vice President and the
President have. They can take these
vouchers and try to increase their abil-
ity to compete in the employment
market in the future. So it deals with
education.

This bill also deals with abortion. A
majority of Americans do not want to
have their tax dollars coming to Wash-
ington, D.C. to fund someone else's
abortion. The bill that we have here
will prohibit that. It will also prohibit
funding of domestic relationships.

There are a myriad of other changes
that are necessary, I believe, for us to
attempt for the District of Columbia to
try to move this into the shining city
that we would like to see sitting here
on the Hill.

I think what we have is an oppor-
tunity for the proponents of these new
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ideas to come up and defend the status
quo, to strike down these new ideas.
Through an amendment, they could re-
peal a lot of initiatives that we have to
change the way life is going here in the
District of Columbia, to try to reclaim
areas of this city, to try to make tax
incentives to bring businesses and new
people into the area.

So I would urge my colleagues to
support the rule and support the D.C.
appropriations bill.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. PALLONE].

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, if 1
could guote from today’s Washington
Post editorial: This bill shows the
House at its worst. The bill has been
loaded down with heavy ideological and
political baggage that ultimately may
doom the city's $4.2 billion budget if it
reaches the White House. There is a
good chance that the school voucher
add-on to the appropriations bill will
invite a Presidential veto. The House
of Representatives need not do this to
the Nation's Capital or to itself.

Mr. Speaker, Democrats have made
education a top priority this Congress,
and our emphasis has been on improv-
ing public schools, including raising
educational standards and addressing
infrastructure needs. My concern is
that the Republican leadership, after
trying to make the deepest education
cuts in history last year, are now em-
phasizing vouchers to pay for private
schools as a way to reform our edu-
cation system.

In my opinion, vouchers will not help
public schools; just the opposite. They
will drain away resources that could be
used to improve public school stand-
ards and rebuild crumbling or over-
crowded schools.

The Republican leadership’s latest
experiment with vouchers will be con-
sidered today as part of this bill. As
much as $45 million in Federal funds
will be made available for pay for pri-
vate education for only 3 percent of the
District of Columbia students. This
GOP voucher plan provides a select few
D.C. public school students, about
2,000, with vouchers, while providing no
answers for the 76,000 students left be-
hind in the D.C. public schools. The
D.C. public schools, like all of Amer-
ica's schools, need to be improved, not
abandoned. The GOP wvoucher plan is
nothing but a strategy of failure, of
giving up on the Nation's public
schools here and throughout this Na-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, 1 would urge my col-
leagues to oppose this bill and support
the Moran substitute. Let us take out
the voucher program and all of the
other ideological and political baggage
that hurts the District of Columbia and
will delay passage of this appropriation
bill that is so vital to the city of Wash-
ington’s future.
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Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut [Ms. DELAURO].

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
oppose this bill. The headline in the
Washington Post editorial page this
morning reads, and I quote: ‘‘The
House at Its Worst on D.C.”" “Repub-
lican and Democratic Members ought
to be embarrassed even to consider
such a small-minded measure on the
House floor."”

It certainly is the truth. For after
proposing the biggest cuts in education
in this Nation’s history, after attempt-
ing to shut down the Department of
Education, the Republican majority is
now trying to end public education in
this country.

Education is the single-most impor-
tant issue that faces us today. It is
education that opens the doors for op-
portunity in our society. It is edu-
cation that levels the playing field,
provides every single American child
with the opportunity to make the most
of his or her God-given talents. Mr.
Speaker, 89 percent of American stu-
dents attend public schools, and our
schools need fixing. They have serious
problems, and we all know that.

But the Republican voucher plan, an
experimental plan, would do nothing to
improve the D.C. schools. It would
drain precious taxpayer funds from
these schools and put money into pri-
vate schools, money that could be used
to repair leaky roofs, buy new com-
puters and books.

We need to spend our time focused on
improving public schools for all of our
children, not providing an out for a se-
lect few which will further degrade
educational equality for those who re-
main in the system. Mr. Speaker, 2,000
kids. What about the 76,000 other chil-
dren?

Proponents of vouchers argue that
they will enable poor families to have
the same choice of school as wealthy
ones. This is a false promise. Not only
do vouchers weaken the public schools
by siphoning off funds, they typically
do not even cover the high cost of tui-
tion at private schools.

Example: The bill would provide a
D.C. student with $3,200 toward tuition
at a private school, yet this does not
come close to paying for tuition at the
District’s most prestigious schools,
Georgetown Day School, Sidwell
Friends cost $11,000. Vouchers will not
solve the problems in our public
schools; they will create new ones.

Speaker GINGRICH wants to test this
program on children who live here in
the Nation's Capital. It is an experi-
ment, an experiment that they want to
try to foist on this entire country. I
have a message for the Speaker. Our
children are not guinea pigs and the
American public understands that.
They do not want to see taxpayer dol-
lars put into private education, and
that is a poll number by 54 to 39 per-
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cent. The American public says no to
taking taxpayers' dollars and putting
them into private education. Demo-
crats are not going to allow the experi-
ment to go forward; neither will be
American public.

I urge my colleagues to vote against
this bill. Let us work to find ways in
which we can rebuild America’s
schools, not to destroy them.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

very good friend from Con-
necticut just quoted the town crier of
liberalism, the Washington Post, and I
would like to actually share a little bit
of a Post editorial that was carried
about 10 days ago in which they said:

A modest voucher experiment might help
energize the public schools. It won't replace
them. People who think of vouchers as a way
somehow of evading the responsibility for
public education are blowing smoke, And
such a program, we believe, will not do harm
to the system or by implication suggest that
it 1s a permanent loser. As we say, the
schools in this city do not present one solid,
bleak picture such as the political critics
somehow paint. The point, the hope, would
be that such an experiment could be one
small part of the effort being undertaken
with vigor and optimism by the new school
team to bring the District system to a high-
er, more even standard of achievement, one
that reflects the quality of our best schools,
which are the models.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to my
very good friend, the gentleman from
San Diego, CA [Mr. CUNNINGHAM].

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, the
gentlewoman from Connecticut [Ms.
DELAURO], states her own opinion as
fact, and I would say that the gentle-
woman is factually challenged in the
fact that it does not go just to private
schools, the opportunity scholarship. If
a parent in the D.C. school system
finds that there is an unsafe school
where it does not offer a fair education,
then that parent, like anyone that
would want their child to get a good
education.

Second, the gentlewoman says Re-
publicans cut education. Mr. Speaker,
$10 billion we saved. We cut the Presi-
dent’s direct lending program out of
bureaucracy, $10 billion, because it in-
flated $5 billion capped at 10 percent,
but yet we increase scholarships by 50
percent, we put money into the IDEA
program for special education, we in-
creased the Pell grant to the highest
level ever, we increased HEisenhower
grants for teacher training. What we
cut is the liberals’ precious bureauc-
racy. That is the same thing that they
are trying to do here, is fight for the
unions. We are trying to fight for the
children.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. DIXON].

Mr, DIXON. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

I have been listening to the debate on
TV and I was reminded that H.I. Haya-
kawa is no longer in the Chamber, but
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seemed to be in language and thought
and action, all the snarl and pearl
words that were being thrown back and
forth here.

I noticed with interest my friend
from California cited the Washington
Post about this great experiment.
What the Washington Post says and
fails to say is that if 2,000 children get
vouchers, what happens to the other
76,0007

There is no doubt that there are good
public education schools. There is no
doubt that there are good schools in
our country, and in fact, we are going
to talk about some that are good in
Washington, DC. And there is no doubt
that there are private schools in this
country and in Washington DC, that
are good. But the issue is, What hap-
pens to these kids that are left behind?

Mr. Speaker, 2,000 out of 76,000 is a
noble experiment, but what does it
prove? We already know that there are
problems in public education. We al-
ready know that there are some suc-
cess stories both in the private and
public sector.

I would note to my friend from Cali-
fornia [Mr. DREIER], that he cited a
poll. That poll, he said, said that 60
percent of the people here in the Dis-
trict supported the voucher system.
That is not correct. It is a joint center
poll. I think the figure is 57.8 percent.
However, it is a sampling of 800 and
some odd people.

Now, we have had a great debate on
this floor about sampling, and the gen-
tleman from California now has ex-
tracted that for all of the people in the
District. So what is good for the goose
is good for the gander.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, 1 reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
seconds to the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut [Ms. DELAURO].
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Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, my col-
league who pointed out that I was fac-
tually incorrect in fact is factually in-
correct. I would like to make a clari-
fication with regard to the bill.

It says directly in the bill with re-
gard to the District that tuition schol-
arships may be used at private schools
in the District. It is right here in the
language of the bill.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr.
will the gentlewoman yield?

Ms. DELAURO. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I did not say it
was not used, 1 said it was not re-
stricted to private use; that you can
choose to go to another public school if
you desire.

Ms. DELAURO. It says private
schools in the District. The gentleman
is incorrect.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I would respond to my
good friend, the gentleman from Los

Speaker,
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Angeles, who I should say has spent a
good deal of time working on behalf of
the issues of concern here in the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

I would simply point to the fact that
under our proposal that exists here, the
amount spent for public schools is lit-
erally twice that that would be ex-
pended under the voucher program. In
fact, for those 76,000 students, we pro-
pose spending $570 million, which is
twice as much per student than those
who would actually receive the paren-
tal choice scholarships.

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DREIER. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, I say to the
gentleman from  California [Mr.
DREIER], my point is, what is this all
about? Let us concede that 2,000 chil-
dren will get a better education. I am
not sure of that, but let us concede
that. Then what? Is the suggestion that
in the District of Columbia we will
turn all the schools over to private?
What is the point? We have been
through this exercise.

Mr. DREIER. Reclaiming my time,
Mr. Speaker, the point is to try and en-
courage competition, to try to improve
education, to try to get a system into
place which can be successful, rather
than the one that we have seen which
virtually everyone has acknowledged is
a failure.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr.
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DREIER. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, 1
would say to my friend, the issue is not
private versus public schools. It is try-
ing to bring a school system that is in
an emergency up to a level to help.

Sure, we would like more money
than for just the 2,000, but if we take a
look, and I would like to submit, it is
a civil right, fighting for school choice,
per Dr. King. Here, school choice finds
satisfaction, parents are pleased and
pupils improve scores.

If we look at national scores, the Af-
rican-American community supports
school choice. Bishop McKinney in my
own city takes at-risk children, and 97
percent of them end up going to school.

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, If the gen-
tleman will continue to yield, this de-
bate is not about whether private or
publie schools are good or bad.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I have not yield-
ed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LATOURETTE). The gentleman from
California [Mr. DREIER] controls the
time at the moment.

Mr. DREIER. I continue to yield to
my friend, the gentleman from San
Diego, CA [Mr. CUNNINGHAM].

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, we
are saying that the school system, es-
pecially in Washington, DC, is in an
emergency situation, that we would

Speaker,
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like to take a look at that, that it has
succeeded in other places in the coun-
try.

Yes, there are good teachers here. I
have met some of them. General
Becton is trying to change things. But
we are saying that yes, there are only
2,000 students, but we would like to
help the system as we can, and in the
future bring up the public schools to
the same level.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
myself such time as I may consume.

This is all, Mr. Speaker, about giving
parents some choice and control over
these decisions that are made here. If
the Washington Post can advocate pur-
suing this sort of experiment, I think
that we responsibly can do that.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. DIXoN].

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, I would say
to the gentleman from southern Cali-
fornia that the issue is not whether
private schools do good work or wheth-
er public schools do good work, and
some are in trouble. I would suggest
that there are a lot of schools in our
society that do good work.

The issue is not whether Martin Lu-
ther King said some statement that
you are now using to support this, or
the bishop in San Diego. The issue here
is what the District should do in their
school system.

The gentleman has been a big sup-
porter of the general that has been ap-
pointed superintendent. That was a
bold step. We need to give him an op-
portunity, and if we are to do anything
at the Federal level, it is to support his
bold efforts, not to take off 2,000 kids,
to prove what? That is my point.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield 1
minute to my good friend, the gen-
tleman from Falls Church, VA [Mr.
Davis], the chairman of the Sub-
committee of the District of Columbia
of the Committee on Government Re-
form and Oversight.

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman for yielding me
the time.

Just to correct some misunder-
standings, this 2,000-student system
where they will get the scholarships, 1
think that is a good idea. I will tell the
gentleman why. I generally do not sup-
port vouchers. I am a strong supporter
of the public schools, where I have
three kids.

But the city's public schools today,
as the gentleman knows, are in a state
of disarray. There is a dropout rate of
about 40 percent. The most difficult
thing is we cannot even certify to some
of the parents that the schools are safe.

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. I yield to the
gentleman from California.

Mr. DIXON. What is the inference of
what the gentleman is saying?
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Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. The inference
of what we are saying is while we are
fixing the public schools, while we are
putting more resources into public
schools with this bill, that some of
these kids that are there now and will
be there next year, they will only be in
third grade once. You do not take that
year away from them. Let us give them
the same kinds of opportunities that
our children have.

Not one Member of Congress, not the
President, not the Vice President,
sends their kids to the District of Co-
lumbia public schools. What it means
is we would like to give some of these
parents, the poorest of the poor, some
of the opportunities that the rest of us
have while we are trying to fix the sys-
tem and make it work better.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I am
happy to yield 2 minutes to my good
friend and congressional classmate, the
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. WOLF].

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of the scholarship pro-
gram. I have had five kids. All have at-
tended public schools in Fairfax Coun-
ty.
To verify what the gentleman from
Virginia [Mr. Davis] said, 1 would just
tell the gentleman from California [Mr.
DixonN], my daughter taught for a year
in the D.C. schools. If all of us had chil-
dren in the D.C. schools, we would be
up in arms trying to change it.

1 know of a family that took a young
boy out of the District of Columbia and
put him in, and he was not doing very
well in school, put him in the Fairfax
County schools, where he is now excel-
ling and getting a B, and doing very,
very well.

We have an obligation. We have an
obligation. None of us in this body, and
there may be one or two, and if I am
wrong, I apologize, but I do not believe
there are more than two in this body
that send their children to the D.C.
schools. If they did, they would be up
in arms.

I strongly support the scholarship
program. I commend the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. ARMEY], the majority
leader. I think the gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr. Davis] has it exactly right.
We have an obligation. If we were a
mom or dad and we had a youngster in
that school, we would be revolution-
aries, trying to change that school sys-
tem. Here is an opportunity trying to
help at least 2,000.

As Mother Teresa said when she went
into Calcutta to help one, she could not
help everybody in Calcutta, but she
could help one. If we can help 1 or 10 or
2,000, we ought to do it. I strongly sup-
port it, and hope we get a majority on
our side, but also a majority from this

side.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield 1
minute to my friend, the gentleman
from Palm Bay, FL [Mr. WELDON].

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman for yielding
time to me.
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Mr. Speaker, I encourage all my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle to
support this school choice experiment
for the District of Columbia. Twenty
percent of Americans have school
choice. They are the wealthy, they are
the upper middle class. The people who
do not are the poor and needy. I believe
we have a responsibility to try to do
something to try to make a change.

It has been demonstrated that just
pouring more money into the system is
not working. By looking at this and
studying this, we can see firsthand if it
is going to work. Frankly, I think it is
irrational for anybody to be opposed to
such a small school choice study right
here in the capital city of the United
States. For the life of me, I do not un-
derstand why anybody would oppose
something this small, just to see if it
works. If it fails, they will have their
day. They can all rise up and say, ‘It
has been a disaster.”

But if it works, we have set a new
model, a new standard for communities
all over the country.

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield, we know some pri-
vate schools work.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield the
balance of my time to the gentleman
from Maryland [Mr. HOYER].

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Maryland [Mr. HOYER] is
recognized for 2% minutes.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I came late
to the floor. I understand that my col-
leagues are for this rule because the
Moran amendment is made in order. 1
understand that rationale and I am for
the Moran amendment.

I do not believe the majority has the
intent of supporting the Moran amend-
ment. I do not know that. Some will
vote for it, I hope, on the other side. If
not, this process is a sham, it is an ide-
ological quest that will ultimately
clearly and unequivocally fail. It will
be the closing down of Government of
November 1995. Everybody knows if the
Moran amendment is not adopted, this
bill is deader than a doornail. They are
wasting our time and America’s time
with this ideological quest they are
about.

Why do we waste time pretending
that we are going to make policy when
everybody knows, America knows and
we all know, that this bill will be
deader than a doornail if the Moran
amendment is not adopted?

I rise, in addition to that, to say that
I lament the failure of the Committee
on Rules to be responsible on this legis-
lation, and precluded me from making
an amendment to strike a provision
which puts at risk the President of the
United States, his family's safety, the
staff of the White House's safety, and
the visitors to the White House's safe-
ty.

After a bipartisan group, of which
Bill Webster, the former head of the
FBI and the CIA, was a member,
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former General Jones, chairman of the
Joint Chiefs was a member, unani-
mously recommended the closing of
Pennsylvania Avenue, and I know that
is controversial, but to change that
policy in the twinkling of an eye denies
the reality of the bombing in New
York, denies the reality of the deaths
of 168 people in Oklahoma City, denies
the reality of the deaths of over 100
military personnel in Saudi Arabia.

It is irresponsible, 1 say to my col-
leagues, to not give this House the op-
portunity to strike the provision which
puts at risk the symbol of executive
leadership, not just of America but of
the world, knowing full well that we
have terrorists throughout this coun-
try who would use that as a symbol for
some demented objective. I urge the re-
jection of this rule.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
myself the balance of my time.

1 should say, Mr. Speaker, 1 have a
very brief 1 minute remaining, so I do
not plan to yield, even to my friend,
the gentleman from Los Angeles, CA
[Mr. DIXonN].

Mr. Speaker, let me say that what we
have come down to here, Mr. Speaker,
is a very important question. My
friend, the gentleman from Maryland
[Mr. HOYER] just talked about partisan-
ship and ideology. The fact of the mat-
ter is we should get beyond those
things. I agree with that. What we
should do is look at why it is that we
are here dealing with this very impor-
tant question.

What is it? We want to empower par-
ents to have some choice to do what?
Help their children, improve their
plight. Everyone acknowledges that
the education system here in the Dis-
trict of Columbia is in very serious
trouble. The Washington Post has said
we should try this experiment of paren-
tal choice, and when we do that, with
this experiment we will be spending
half as much as is being expended on a
per student basis today here in the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

So let us put this issue of partisan-
ship and ties to these special interests
to the side, and at least try some cre-
ativity, an innovative way to deal with
this very serious guestion.

I urge support of this bipartisan rule.
I said on WAMU this morning, in re-
sponse to Mark Plotkin, we have a bi-
partisan agreement on the rule. Let us
pass the rule, and then move ahead
with what obviously will be a very in-
teresting debate.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time, and I move the previous
question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
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is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 5 of rule I, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned until later today.

The point no gquorum is considered
withdrawn.

0 1045

WAIVING POINTS OF ORDER
AGAINST CONFERENCE REPORT

ON H.R. 2169, DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 1998

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 263 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 263

Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-
lution it shall be In order to consider the
conference report to accompany the bill
(H.R.. 2169) making appropriations for the De-
partment of Transportation and related
agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1998, and for other purposes. All
points of order against the conference report
and against its consideration are waived.
The conference report shall be considered as
read.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LATOURETTE). The gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. LINDER] is recognized for
1 hour.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, for the
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. MOAKLEY],
pending which I yield myself such time
as I may consume. During consider-
ation of this resolution, all time yield-
ed is for the purpose of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 263
waives all points of order against the
conference report and against its con-
sideration. The rule also provides that
the conference report shall be consid-
ered as read.

Mr. Speaker, in brief, the transpor-
tation appropriations bill for fiscal
year 1998 provides vital transportation
resources that will ensure a strong in-
frastructure for the United States and
contains significant safety and secu-
rity protections for American families
across the Nation.

The conferees have provided $9.07 bil-
lion for the Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration and assured the necessary fund-
ing to ensure aviation safety and secu-
rity, enhance the capacity of the avia-
tion system, improve weather fore-
casting systems, and provide auto-
matic alerting systems to prevent run-
way collisions. These are provisions
that are vital to provide the effective
services and protection that the Amer-
ican public deserves.

Mr. Speaker, the conference report
also provides $333.5 million to reduce
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fatalities on the Nation's roadways,
$3.9 billion for the Coast Guard, and
$354.1 million for the Coast Guard's
drug interdiction program, $1.7 billion
for the airport improvement program,
and highway spending that is con-
sistent with levels assumed in the bi-
partisan budget agreement.

Mr. Speaker, I also want to com-
pliment the gentleman from Virginia
[Mr. WoLF], the subcommittee chair-
man, for providing no special highway
demonstration projects and for cutting
unnecessary administrative expenses
that will help ensure that America's
transportation and safety needs are
met as we enter the 21st century.

In closing, I commend the gentleman
from Virginia [Mr. WoLF] and the gen-
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. SABO], the
ranking member, for their productive
work in crafting this conference report.
1 urge my colleagues to support the
rule so that we may proceed with gen-
eral debate and consideration of the
merits of the bill.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I congratulate the gen-
tleman from Virginia [Mr. WOLF] and
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.
SaBo] for their very, very hard work on
this bill. They and the conferees have
come up with a very good bill that
funds Amtrak, the Coast Guard, and
the Federal Aviation Administration.

Mr. Speaker, we in the Northeast do
not have many tornadoes, we do not
have many floods, not many of us need
crop insurance or disaster relief, but
one thing we do need more than just
about any other part of the country is
improvements to our infrastructure.

Mr. Speaker, when a Member rep-
resents cities and towns that were es-
tablished in the 1630's, they realize
that we need to do much more than the
rest of the country to be sure that our
infrastructure is sound. We need to
shore up our roads, our bridges, our bus
lines, our highways, which are obvi-
ously some of the oldest in this coun-
try. And we rely particularly heavily
on passenger rail.

The Northeast corridor, which
stretches from Boston to Washington,
is the most traveled rail route in the
entire country. It carries over 100 mil-
lion passengers a year. Unfortunately,
the U.S. rail system is also one of the
most outdated in the world, and before
the conferees fixed this bill, Amtrak’s
operating costs were seriously cut to
the point that our national passenger
rail system would probably have
stopped ‘“‘dead in its tracks,” so to
speak.

But luckily for all Americans who
use passenger rail, the conferees re-
versed the decision to cut Amtrak and
provided $344 million for operating sub-
sidies. The conferees also provided $250
million for the Northeast corridor
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which will allow many, many much-
needed improvements.

This conference report, Mr. Speaker,
does not stop at trains and auto-
mobiles. It also provides $2.7 billion for
the Coast Guard, which is an increase
over last year's funding.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, this conference
report provides over $9 billion for the
Federal Aviation Administration. This
money will enable the FAA to improve
its safety measures, which should re-
duce the dangers of acts of terrorism
on American airplanes and in Amer-
ican airports.

Mr. Speaker, this rule is a good rule.
The conference report is a good con-
ference report. I urge my colleagues to
support the rule.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Texas [Ms. GRANGER].

Ms. GRANGER. Mr. Speaker, I reluc-
tantly rise in opposition to the rule
and to the underlying Transportation
appropriations bill.

My opposition to this bill is reluc-
tant because of my deep respect and
admiration for the gentleman from
Virginia [Mr. WoLF], our committee
chairman, and my regard for the gen-
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. LIVING-
STON], chairman of the full Committee
on Appropriations.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from
Virginia runs his committee with the
utmost thoughtfulness and respect for
every Member of this body. He works
hard to make sure that our Nation’s
roads, airplanes, and infrastructure
will meet our 2lst century needs, and
the gentleman conducts himself per-
sonally and professionally with candor,
class, and character.

Nevertheless, Mr. Speaker, I oppose
this bill because it contains changes to
the Wright amendment that are wrong
on both policy and process grounds.

The Wright amendment was enacted
almost 20 years ago at the behest of the
cities of Fort Worth and Dallas in
order to permit the safe development
and operation of Dallas/Fort Worth
International Airport while still per-
mitting limited flights from Dallas
Love Field. This legislation protects
safety, safeguards taxpayers' invest-
ments in Dallas/Fort Worth Airport,
and ensures local control by respecting
the desires of the local communities.

The changes to the Wright amend-
ment contained in this bill are bad pol-
icy because they will injure Dallas/Fort
Worth International Airport, risk the
hard-earned taxpayer dollars that have
developed this airport, and trample on
the desires of the local communities.
And as so often happens, this bad pol-
icy was forced upon this House by the
other body in a complete disregard for
regular order or process.

Mr. Speaker, this changes almost 20
yvears of aviation law and was inserted
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without a single hearing or public
forum, no discussion, no debate, no
consideration, just a decision, Mr.
Speaker, a decision made over the op-
position of both Texas Senators, most
of the local Members of Congress, the
mayors of Fort Worth and Dallas, the
city councils of Fort Worth and Dallas,
the chambers of commerce of Fort
Worth and Dallas, and the North Texas
Commission.

As a strong supporter of local con-
trol, as a fiscal conservative who be-
lieves in the prudent use of taxpayers’
dollars, and as a believer in regular
order, I must oppose this rule and this
conference report.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tlewoman yield?

Ms. GRANGER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Virginia.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I just want-
ed to thank the gentlewoman from
Texas for her effectiveness and for the
commitment that she had on this issue
with regard to safety.

Mr. Speaker, had it not been for the
efforts of the gentlewoman and the ef-
fort of a couple of other Members, and
I would like to put myself in that cat-
egory, there would not have been the
provision with regard to safety.

As the gentlewoman knows, this was
going to be much broader. There was
initially going to be a complete repeal
of the Wright amendment, which I did
not support. They also had other areas.

Mr. Speaker, I just want to thank the
gentlewoman and let the body know,
because a lot of the meetings were pri-
vate, and let the gentlewoman’s con-
stituents know and the country know
that she is an advocate and a champion
and, I respect very much her vote
against this rule. And, Mr. Speaker, if
1 were the gentlewoman, I would vote
against this rule, too, and I would try
to get as many people to vote against
the rule.

But, Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentle-
woman for her effectiveness and her
staying in to the very end in a very,
very difficult process.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, before 1 yield time, 1
want to congratulate the gentleman
from Virginia [Mr. WoLF], who is now
here, for a wonderful job. He was not
here when I spoke. But between the
gentleman from Virginia and the gen-
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. SABO],
they did an outstanding job on this
conference report.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. FROST], a
diligent, very hard-working member of
the Committee on Rules who has got a
very, very germane point which Mem-
bers should listen to.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I rise in op-
position to this rule and in opposition
to this conference report.

Mr. Speaker, yesterday when the
Committee on Rules met to consider
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this rule, I offered an amendment to
the rule which would have, in essence,
stricken section 337 from the con-
ference report. 1 offered this amend-
ment to the rule since this section of
the conference report has an imme-
diate and negative impact on my con-
gressional district, as well as the entire
Dallas area.

Section 337 alters a longstanding
agreement between the Federal Gov-
ernment and the cities of Fort Worth
and Dallas relating to air service out of
Dallas Love Field. However, the com-
mittee majority did not see fit to agree
to my amendment, and for that reason
1 will oppose this rule.

Mr. Speaker, 1 do support the content
of the conference report, except for this
provision in section 337, and I would
like to take a few minutes to explain
the importance of this matter to the
Dallas area and as has previously been
indicated by the gentlewoman from
Texas [Ms. GRANGER], who spoke just a
moment ago.

Mr. Speaker, in the early 1960’s, the
cities of Dallas and Fort Worth each
wanted to have their own airport and
the competition between the cities re-
sulted in intense disagreements and
fragmented air service. The old Civil
Aeronautics Board, frustrated with
this rivalry, forced the cities to coordi-
nate their efforts and resources. This
coordination resulted in the construc-
tion of a regional airport now known as
Dallas/Fort Worth International Air-
port, the second busiest airport in the
United States.

Before construction began, however,
Dallas and Fort Worth executed con-
current bond ordinances to finance the
airport and agreed under contract to
phase out commercial traffic from each
city’s local airport in order to protect
both cities’ substantial investment in
the new airport.

To further facilitate this agreement,
in 1979 Congress enacted the Love Field
amendment, popularly known as the
Wright amendment. The Wright
amendment expanded allowable service
from Love Field by permitting flights
to Texas and its four contiguous
States, Oklahoma, Louisiana, Arkan-
sas, and New Mexico. Exempted alto-
gether from the provisions of the
Wright amendment were commuter
airlines operating aircraft with pas-
senger capacity of 56 passengers or less.

The Wright amendment has served
the communities of Dallas and Fort
Worth well in the 18 years it has been
in place. It protected neighborhoods
surrounding Love Field, which is, after
all, right in the middle of the city,
from the noise and other hazards of a
full-fledged commercial airport. And it
has preserved relations between the
two cities on an issue which many con-
sider to be the most important to the
economic development of the entire
north Texas region.

This conference report does grave in-
justice to my district as well as to the
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cities of Dallas and Fort Worth. The
Chairman of the Senate Appropriations
Subcommittee on Transportation has
seen fit to insert language in the Sen-
ate-passed bill and this conference re-
port, which expands the area of service
as well as the type of service allowed
from Dallas Love Field.

He has done this in spite of the fact
that the city councils of the affected
cities, the mayors of the two cities, as
well as myself, the gentlewoman from
Texas, Ms. GRANGER, the former mayor
of Fort Worth, and the gentlewoman
from Texas, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHN-
SON, in whose district Love Field lies,
as well as the two Senators from
Texas, are opposed to this change in
the Wright amendment.

Mr. Speaker, this is a local matter,
and it is one that should be settled lo-
cally, not by an appropriations con-
ference report, and this body should
not allow itself to be bullied by one
U.S. Senator who does not represent
the area affected.

Mr. Speaker, 1 urge the rejection of
this rule and the rejection of this con-
ference report.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Kansas
[Mr. TIAHRT].

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, I want to
say that what we just heard about the
Wright amendment ought to be dis-
cussed a little bit, because it has been
in place 18 years. The Wright amend-
ment was put in place to protect Dal-
las/Fort Worth International Airport,
which is now the second busiest airport
in the world.

Mr. Speaker, they are working on
their eighth runway. Dallas/Forth
Worth Airport houses the largest air-
line in the United States, American
Airlines and it has a virtual monopoly
on travel in and out of the Dallas/Fort
Worth area.

What this change to the Wright
amendment does is allow traffic in and
out of Love Field, which adds a little
competition to American Airlines.
Well, that lack of competition has had
an effect on the surrounding area. Ac-
cording to the U.S. Department of
Transportation, travelers going in and
out of Dallas have had to spend, in 1992,
an additional $183 million in higher
fares. Much of that is burdened by Kan-
sas travelers who are trying to get in
and out of the Dallas/Fort Worth area,
just because of lack of competition.

Well, this provision allows that com-
petition to happen. This is America.
This is free enterprise. This is the
strength of our country.

O 1100

It is not bullying by one Senator. It
is a whole nation that believes we
ought to have competition, who thinks
this Wright amendment is a wvirtual
monopoly that has created a very high
profit for one airline and allow growth
to the Dallas/Fort Worth International
Airport.
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So it is time for change. It is time for
a little competition. This minor
change to the Wright amendment does
not strike it down, although that
would have been my preference.
Thanks to the hard work of a freshman
Congresswoman, the gentlewoman
from Texas [Ms. GRANGER] on the
House side, it was not completely
stricken down. I still believe it should
be, but we are making minor changes
to allow competition, particularly in
the Kansas area, which will allow Kan-
sas to have lower airfares, and to break
the virtual monopoly that American
Airlines has held.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. Goss].

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate
my friend from Georgia yielding me
this time. I rise in strong support of
this fair and customary rule.

One critical component of our war on
drugs is the Coast Guard drug interdic-
tion program. By providing full funding
for this initiative in this bill, we are
sending a clear message to drug run-
ners that drug trafficking in our wa-
ters will not be tolerated and will be
punished. We are willing to commit the
resources necessary to win the war on
drugs. I emphasize that, to win the war
on drugs, not to settle for stalemate or
not to go backward, as we are in some
areas now.

I am also pleased that the committee
has once again held the line on high-
way demonstration projects. These are
projects that infuriate Americans be-
cause it is not wise expenditure of their
tax dollars. Once again this year, the
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. WOLF]
has resisted these projects, and he
should be commended for sticking with
what is sometimes a difficult position
in this Chamber.

I urge adoption of this noncontrover-
sial rule, as well as the underlying bill.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time, and 1
move the previous question on the res-
olution.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LATOURETTE). The question is on the
resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a guorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 413, nays 4,
not voting 16, as follows:

Evi-
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Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker
Baldacet
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WD)
Bartlett
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Berry
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bllley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borskl
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady
Brown (CA)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chenoweth
Christensen
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox

Coyne
Cramer

Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazlo
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
Dellums
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart

[Roll No. 507]
YEAS—413

Dickey
Dicks
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Ensign
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Fawell
Fazio
Filner
Flake
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fowler
Fox
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Furse
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gllman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Green
Greenwood
Gutlerrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutehinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)

Johnson (WI)
Johnson, E.B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kim
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewls (GA)
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manton
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
MceCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
MeCollum
McCrery
MeDade
MeDermott
MeGovern
McHale
McHugh
MeInnis
McIntosh
Mcintyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Metealf
Mica
Millender-
MeDonald
Miller (FL)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran (K8)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Myrick
Nadler
Neal
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
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The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, on that
I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the provisions of clause 5 of rule
I, the Chair announces that he will re-
duce to 5 minutes the period of time
within which a vote by electronic de-
vice, if ordered, will be taken on the
question of the Speaker’s approval of
the Journal.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 370, nays 50,
not voting 13, as follows:

Owens Rush Stump
Packard Ryun Stupak
Pallone Sabo Sununu
Pappas Salmon Talent
Parker Sanchez Tauscher
Pascrell Sanders Tauzin
Pastor Sandlin

Taylor (MS)
Fad SRBK Taylor (NC)
Paxon Sawyer Thomas
Payne Scarborough
Pease Schaefer, Dan g:gﬂ':’:
Pelosi Schaffer, Bob 4
Peterson (MN)  Schumer Thune
Peterson (PA)  Scott Thurman
Petrl Sensenbrenner Tlahrt
Pickering Serrano Tierney
Plckett Sessions Torres
Pitts Shadegg Towns
Pombo Shaw Traficant
Pomeroy Shays Turner
Porter Sherman Upton
Portman Shimkus Velazquez
Poshard Shuster Vento
Price (NC) Sisisky Visclosky
Pryce (OH) Skaggs Walsh
Quinn Skeen Wamp
Radanovich Skelton Waters
Rahall Slaughter Watkins
Ramstad Smith (MI) Watt (NC)
Rangel Smith (NJ) Waits (OK)
Redmond Smith (OR) Waktiin
Regula Smith (TX) Weldon (FL)
Reyes Smith, Adam Weldon (PA)
Riggs Smith, Linda Weller
Riley Snowbarger
Rivers Snyder Wexler
Rodriguesz Solomon Weygand
Roemer Souder White
Rogan Spence Whitfield
Rogers Spratt Wicker
Rohrabacher Stabenow Wise
Ros-Lehtinen Stark Wolf
Rothman Stearns Woolsey
Roukema Stenholm Wynn
Roybal-Allard Stokes Yates
Royce Strickland Young (F'L)

NAYS—4
Barcia Granger
Frost Oberstar
NOT VOTING—16
Abercrombie Gonzalez Saxton
Barton Hilliard Schiff
Brown (FL) Lewis (KY) Tanner
Chambliss Miller (CA) Young (AK)
Dingell Murtha
Foglietta Oxley
0O 1121

Mr. COBURN changed his vote from
nnayn t.O ..yea_n

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———
PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Speaker, on rolicall No.
507, | was unavoidably detained. Had | been
present, | would have voted “yea.”

—————

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 2607, DISTRICT OF CO-
LUMBIA APPROPRIATIONS, MED-
ICAL LIABILITY REFORM, AND
EDUCATION REFORM ACT OF 1998

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LATOURETTE). The pending business is
the question de novo on agreeing to
House Resolution 264.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the resolution.

[Roll No. 508]
YEAS—3T0

Ackerman Cramer Hansen
Aderholt Crane Harman
Allen Crapo Hastert
Archer Cubin Hastings (WA)
Armey Cummings Hayworth
Bachus Cunningham Hefley
Baker Danner Hefner
Baldaccl Davis (FL) Herger
Ballenger Davis (IL) Hill
Barcia Davis (VA) Hilleary
Barr Deal Hinojosa
Barrett (NE) DeFazio Hobson
Barrett (WI) DeLauro Hoekstra
Bartlett DeLay Holden
Barton Dellums Hooley
Bass Diaz-Balart Hostettler
Bateman Dickey Houghton
Becerra Dicks Hulshof
Bereuter Doggett Hunter
Berman Dooley Hutchinson
Berry Doolittle Hyde
Bilbray Doyle Inglis
Bilirakis Dreier Istook
Bishop Duncan Jackson (1L)
Blagojevich Dunn Jenkins
Bliley Edwards John
Blumenauer Ehlers Johnson (CT)
Blunt, Ehrlich Johnson (WT)
Boehlert Emerson Johnson, E.B.
Boehner Engel Johnson, Sam
Bonilla English Jones
Bono Ensign Kanjorski
Borskl Eshoo Kaptur
Boswell Etheridge Kasich
Boucher Evans Kelly
Boyd Everett Kennelly
Brady Ewing Kildee
Brown (CA) Farr Kim
Brown (OH) Fattah Kind (WI)
Bryant Fawell King (NY)
Bunning Flake Kingston
Burr Foglietta Kleczka
Burton Foley Klink
Buyer Forbes Klug
Callahan Fowler Knollenberg
Calvert Fox Kolbe
Camp Franks (NJ) LaFalce
Campbell Frellnghuysen LaHood
Canady Frost Lampson
Cannon Furse Lantos
Capps Gallegly Largent
Cardin Ganske Latham
Carson Gejdenson LaTourette
Castle Gekas Lazio
Chabot Gibbons Leach
Chenoweth Gilchrest Levin
Christensen Gillmor Lewls (CA)
Clay Gilman Linder
Clement Goodlatte Lipinski
Clyburn Goodling Livingston
Coble Gordon LoBiondo
Coburn Goss Lofgren
Collins Graham Lowey
Combest Granger Lucas
Condit Greenwood Luther
Cook Gutierrez Maloney (CT)
Cooksey Gutknecht Maloney (NY)
Costello Hall (OH) Manton
Cox Hall (TX) Manzullo
Coyne Hamilton Martinez
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Mascara Pickett Smith (OR)
Matsui Pitts Smith (TX)
MecCarthy (MO) Pombo Smith, Adam
McCarthy (NY) Pomeroy Smith, Linda
McCollum Porter Snowbarger
McCrery Portman Snyder
McDade Poshard Solomon
McDermott Price (NC) Souder
McHale Pryce (OH) Spence
McHugh Quinn Spratt
Melnnis Radanovich Stabenow
Mcintosh Rahall Stearns
McIntyre Ramstad Stenholm
McKeon Redmond Strickland
McNulty Regula Stump
Menendez Reyes Stupak
Marcalr Riggs Sununu
MicH oy Talent
Millender- Rodriguez T e

McDonald Roemer Tauzin
Miller (FL) Rogan

Taylor (NC)
Minge Rogers Thomas
Moakley Rohrabacher
Mollohan Ros-Lehtinen Thompson
Moran (KS) Roukema Thornberry
Moran (VA) Roybal-Allard ~ Thune
Morella Royce Thurman
Myrick Rush Tiahrt
Nadler Ryun Torres
Neal Sabo Towns
Nethercutt Salmon Traficant
Neumann Sanchez Turner
Ney Sanders Upton
Northup Sandlin Velazquez
Norwood Sanford Visclosky
Nussle Sawyer Walsh
Oberstar Scarborough Wamp
Obey Schaefer, Dan Watkins
Ortiz Schaffer, Bob Watt (NC)
Oxley Schumer Watts (OK)
Packard Sensenbrenner ~ Waxman
Pallone Serrano Weldon (FL)
Pappas Sessions Weldon (PA)
Parker Shadegg Weller
Pascrell Shaw Weygand
Pastor Shays White
Paul Shimkus Whitfield
Paxon Shuster Wicker
Pease Sisisky Wise
Pelosi Skaggs Wolf
Peterson (MN) Skeen Woolsey
Peterson (PA) Skelton Wynn
Petri Smith (MI) Yates
Pickering Smith (NJ) Young (FL)
NAYS—50
Andrews Hastings (FL) Mink
Baesler Hinchey Olver
Bentsen Horn Owens
Bonior Hoyer Payne
Clayton Jackson-Lee Rangel
Conyers (TX) Rivers
DeGette Jefferson Rothman
Delahunt Kennedy (MA) Bcott
Deutsch Kennedy (RI) Sherman
Dixon Kilpatrick Slaughter
Fazio Kucinich Stark
Filner Lewis (GA) Stokes
Ford Markey Taylor (MS)
Frank (MA) McGovern Tierney
Gephardt McKinney Vento
Goode Meehan Waters
Green Meek Wexler
NOT VOTING—13
Abercrombie Hilliard Schiff
Brown (FL) Lewls (KY) Tanner
Chambliss Miller (CA) Young (AK)
Dingell Murtha
Gonzalez Saxton
O 1141

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, Mrs. CLAY-
TON, and Messrs. KENNEDY of Massa-
chusetts, DELAHUNT, GREEN,
PAYNE, DEUTSCH, HOYER, BAES-
LER, and ROTHMAN changed their
vote from ‘‘yea’ to ‘‘nay.”

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois changed his
vote from ‘“‘nay” to ‘‘yea.”

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, this morning |
attended the signing of the National Wildlife
Refuge bill by President Clinton at the White
House. As a consequence, | was unable to
vote on rolicall Nos. 507 and 508. Had | been
present, | would have voted “aye” on both roll-
calls: For the rule waiving points of order
against the consideration of the conference re-
port to accompany H.R. 2169, Transportation
appropriations for fiscal 1998, and for the rule
providing for the consideration of H.R. 2607,
District of Columbia appropriations for fiscal
1998.

T ——

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LATOURETTE). Pursuant to clause 5 of
rule I, the pending business is the ques-
tion of agreeing to the Speaker's ap-
proval of the Journal.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. PAPPAS. Mr. Speaker, I demand
a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This
will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 352, noes 58,
not voting 23, as follows:

[Roll No. 508]
AYES—3562

Ackerman Callahan Dicks
Aderholt Calvert Dixon
Allen Camp Doggett
Andrews Campbell Dooley
Archer Canady Doolittle
Armey Cannon Doyle
Bachus Capps Drefer
Baesler Cardin Duncan
Baker Carson Dunn
Baldacel Castle Edwards
Ballenger Chabot Ehlers
Barcia Chenoweth Ehrlich
Barr Christensen Emerson
Barrett (NE) Clayton Engel
Barrett (WI) Clement Eshoo
Bartlett Coble Etheridge
Barton Coburn Ewing
Bass Collins Farr
Bateman Combest Fattah
Bentsen Condit Flake
Bereuter Conyers Foley
Berman Cook Forbes
Berry Cooksey Ford
Bilbray Cox Fowler
Bilirakis Coyne Frank (MA)
Bishop Cramer Franks (NJ)
Blagojevich Crane Frelinghuysen
Bliley Crapo Frost
Blumenauer Cubin Furse
Blunt Cummings Gallegly
Boehlert Cunningham Ganske
Boehner Danner Gejdenson
Bonilla Davis (FL) Gekas
Bono Davis (IL) Gilchrest
Boswell Davis (VA) Gillmor
Boucher Deal Gilman
Boyd DeGette Goode
Brady Delahunt Goodlatte
Brown (OH) DeLauro Goodling
Bryant DeLay Gordon
Bunning Dellums Goss
Burton Diaz-Balart Graham
Buyer Dickey Granger
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Green Martinez
Greenwood Mascara
Hall (OH) Matsul
Hall (TX) McCarthy (MO)
Hamilton McCarthy (NY)
Hansen McCollum
Harman McCrery
Hastert McDade
Hastings (WA) McHale
Hayworth McHugh
Hefner McInnis
Herger McIntosh
Hinojosa MciIntyre
Hobson McKinney
Hoekstra Maak
Holden Metcalf
Hooley Mica
Horn Millender-
Hostettler McDonald
Houghton Miller (FL)
Hoyer Minge
Hutchinson Mink
Hyde Moakley
Inglis Mollohan
Istook Moran (KS)
Jackson (IL) Moran (VA)
Jackson-Lee Morella
(TX) Myrick
Jefferson Nadler
Jenkins Neal
John Nethercutt
Johnson (CT) Neumann
Johnson (WI) Ney
Johnson, E.B. Northup
Johnson, Sam Norwood
Jones Nussle
Kanjorski Obey
Kaptur Olver
Kasich Ortiz
Kelly Owens
Kennedy (MA) Oxley
Kennedy (RI) Packard
Kennelly Pappas
Kildee Parker
Kim Paul
Kind (WI) Paxon
King (NY) Pease
Kingston Pelosi
Kleczka Peterson (MN)
Klink Peterson (PA)
Klug Petri
Knollenberg Pickering
Kolbe Pitts
LaFalce Pomeroy
LaHood Porter
Lampson Portman
Lantos Price (NC)
Largent Pryce (OH)
Latham Quinn
LaTourette Radanovich
Lazio Rahall
Leach Redmond
Levin Regula
Lewis (CA) Reyes
Linder Riggs
Lipinski Riley
Livingston Rivers
Lofgren Rodriguez
Lowey Roemer
Lucas Rogan
Luther Rogers
Maloney (CT) Rohrabacher
Maloney (NY) Ros-Lehtinen
Manton Rothman
Markey Roukema
NOES—58
Becerra Gutknecht
Borski Hastings (FL)
Brown (CA) Hefley
Clay Hill
Clyburn Hilleary
Costello Hinchey
DeFazio Hulshof
Deutsch Kilpatrick
English Kugeinich
Ensign Lewls (GA)
Evans LoBlondo
Everett McDermott
Fazio McGovern
Filner McNulty
Foglietta Meek
Fox Menendez
Gibbons Oberstar
Gutlerrez Pallone
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Roybal-Allard
Royce

Rush

Ryun
Sanchez
Sanders
Bandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Scarborough
Schaefer, Dan
Schumer
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Shadegg
Shaw

Shays
Sherman
Shimkuos
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Adam
Smith, Linda
Snowbarger
Snyder
Solomon
Souader
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Sununu
Talent
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tierney
Torres
Traficant
Turner
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weygand

White
Whitfield
Wise

Wolf
Woolsey
Wynn
Yates
Young (FL)

Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pickett
Pombo
Poshard
Ramstad
Rangel

Sabo
Salmon
Schaffer, Bob
Scott
Sessions
Stokes
Stupak
Taylor (MS)
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Thompson Visclosky Wexler
Towns Weller Wicker

NOT VOTING—23
Abercrombie Gonzalez Saxton
Bonfor Hilllard Schiff
Brown (FL) Hunter Tanner
Burr Lewis (KY) Tiahrt
Chambliss Manzullo Waters
Dingell McKeon Watt (NC
Fawell Miller (CA) Youngi m;{}
Gephardt Murtha

1 1149

S0 the Journal was approved.
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 2204, COAST GUARD AUTHOR-
IZATION ACT OF 1997

Mrs. MYRICK, from the Committee
on Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. 105-317), on the resolution (H.
Res. 265) providing for consideration of
the bill (H.R. 2204) to authorize appro-
priations for fiscal years 1998 and 1999
for the Coast Guard, and for other pur-
poses, which was referred to the House
Calendar and ordered to be printed.

R —

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2169,
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPOR-
TATION AND RELATED AGEN-
CIES APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1998

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to
House Resolution 263, I call up the con-
ference report on the bill (H.R. 2169)
making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of Transportation and related
agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1998, and for other purposes,
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LATOURETTE). Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 263, the conference report is con-
sidered as having been read.

(For conference report and state-
ment, see proceedings of the House of
October 7, 1997, at page 21531.)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Virginia, [Mr. WoLF] and
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.
SABO] each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Virginia [Mr. WOLF].

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
conference report to accompany H.R.
2169, and that I may include tabular
and extraneous material.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Virginia?

There was no objection.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2169, the fiscal
year 1998 Department of Transpor-
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tation and Related Agencies Appropria-
tions Act, represents the eighth con-
ference report from the Committee on
Appropriations. As my colleagues are
aware, only 3 legislative days remain
to complete action on the five remain-
ing individual appropriation bills be-
fore October 23 when the continuing
resolution expires.

The conference agreement represents
a compromise between the House and
the Senate bills, and with any com-
promise there are elements in this
agreement that were difficult for the
House and the Senate to accept. But in
the end, and all things considered, this
conference agreement is a good bill and
one that I believe the President has in-
dicated he will sign, and Secretary
Slater called to say that he agreed
with the bill. The agreement reflects
this Congress's desire to spend addi-
tional funding on the Nation's infra-
structure and to protect the safety of
the traveling public.

In total, the conference agreement
provides $12.4 billion in new discre-
tionary budget authority in fiscal year
1998. When accounting for a rescission
of contract authority enacted last
year, funding contained in this bill rep-
resents an increase of $240 million in
discretionary budget authority over
the last year. In addition, trust fund
expenditures, namely, from the high-
way trust fund and the aviation and
airway trust, are up $3.5 billion, indi-
cating this Congress’s resolve in ap-
proving the transportation infrastruc-
ture.

Allow me, Mr. Speaker, to highlight
a number of items in the conference.
One, Federal-aid highways is funded at
$21.5 billion, the same as the House-
passed level and $3.5 billion over last
year.

Also, there are no highway dem-
onstration projects in this bill. I know
this has created some heartburn. There
have been people on both sides of the
aisle that quite frankly have been mad
at me, good people, decent people that
just have not agreed. But we felt the
fairest way was to reallocate the
money back to the States with a for-
mula whereby everyone in this body,
whether they be Republican or Demo-
crat or wherever they may come from,
would be treated fairly.

I would just say, if anybody on my
side is listening in the leadership, 1
would hope and I would pray that dur-
ing this consideration, as long as 1
have the privileged to serve as chair-
man of this Subcommittee on Trans-
portation of the Committee on Appro-
priations, that the leadership on both
sides of the aisle, but particularly as a
Republican Member for my side, that
they would support my efforts, whether
they completely like it or dislike it,
whereby we will treat everybody fair,
and there will be no highway dem-
onstration projects in this legislation.
Because what we would basically do,

October 9, 1997

Mr. Speaker, is we would be taking
general fund money out which could go
to the Coast Guard and go to many
other things, and I think that should
be done in another bill.

Second, $2.5 billion of the transit for-
mula grants, the same level as last
year, or an increase of 16 percent. The
conference agreement also includes $2
billion for transit discretionary grants
and $150 million for transit operating
assistance.

I want to particularly thank the gen-
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. SABO] and
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
OBEY] for their support on this effort.
There was a motion to instruct the
conferees on this. We have been faith-
ful to that instruction, and in many re-
spects with the support of both of the
gentlemen, we have also been able to
change the definitions which will mean
actually more for buses.

Mr. Speaker, $9.1 billion for the Fed-
eral Aviation Administration, an in-
crease of $785 million over last year,
which includes $1.7 billion for the air-
port improvement program. The ad-
ministration only requested $1 billion,
and we are at $1.7 billion as a commit-
ment with regard to aviation.

I might add parenthetically that Sec-
retary Slater called and expressed
some interest with regard to explosive
device research. I would tell the Sec-
retary that with the increase of $1.7
billion, $700 million over what the ad-
ministration actually requested, he
does have the authority, and I think
both sides of this aisle have been very
faithful with regard to aviation safety,
to take some of this money and use it
for explosive devices and what he hoped
to be able to do.

Mr. Speaker, $3.9 billion for the Coast
Guard, an increase of $440 million over
the 1997 enacted level. The bill fully
funds the Coast Guard's drug interdic-
tion activities at $354 million.

Mr. Speaker, $333 million for the
highway safety activities of the Na-
tional Highway Traffic Safety Admin-
istration, and $543 million for Amtrak,
together with an additional $250 mil-
lion for the Northeast corridor im-
provement program.

There were a number of difficult
issues before the conference and 1
would like to briefly share with the
Members of the House just a few of
them.

Certain Members of the Texas Dele-
gation had expressed an objection to
the Senate language on the Wright
amendment. Working with the gentle-
woman from Texas [Ms. GRANGER] and
the majority leader, the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. ARMEY], in the con-
ference, we attempted to reach a com-
promise which was significantly less
than what the Senate wanted. I believe
the conference accomplished that and,
in the end, I believe that the House ob-
tained considerable concessions from
the Senate in the spirit of compromise.
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And for those on both sides who were
interested in the issue of safety, there
is very difficult, very tough language
with regard to safety. The conference
report provides that the FAA adminis-
trator shall take whatever, whatever,
whatever actions are needed to protect
the public safety, even if it means re-
stricting air traffic. So I would direct
Members' attention to that language
printed in the conference report on
page 25, and the conference agréement
does protect safety. I also plan on
meeting with the FAA administrator
on this issue to make sure, and there
was a consensus agreement on both
sides of the aisle and also on the Sen-
ate side with regard to that.

Bus . allocations. The conference
agreement allocates some $400 million
in bus funds. While the Senate indi-
cated that it preferred to allocate bus
funding on a case-by-case basis, the
House insisted that a formula approach
be employed such that no member, Re-
publican or Democrat, was advantaged
by his or her position on the com-
mittee, tenure in Congress, or position
of leadership. The House prevailed in
conference and all bus funding was ap-
portioned by a rational, fair and defen-
sible formula.

[ 1200

I might say to Members, if anyone is
listening back in their offices, next
yvear as we begin to get into this issue,
I would urge Members to meet with
their Senators from their States, call
them up, go over and visit them, talk
to them, and tell them that based on
the formula it is important not only
for the great job that the House Mem-
bers have done with regard to rep-
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resenting their areas but also it is im-
portant that the Senate do the same. I
think that would be helpful to remove
any disagreements.

Third, funding for the Appalachian
Development Highway System. The
conference report provides $300 million
for the Appalachian Development High-
way System construction, the same
level as provided by the Senate bill.
The House bill, I might state, contains
no appropriation. Agreeing to the $300
million was a concession to the Senate
in the spirit of compromise.

Funding for the ADHS benefits 13
States which comprise the Appalachian
Regional Commission. This money is
provided from the general fund, which I
find somewhat disturbing, because that
money could be used for other things
with regard to aviation safety. I be-
lieve it would be more appropriate to
expend the money from the highway
trust fund for these roads and bridges,
which would be subject to the annual
limitation on obligations.

I would also note, if anyone from the
administration or from the Office of
Management and Budget is listening,
to crystallize a certain issue and note
that $300 million exceeds the Presi-
dent’s request by $100 million. With
that $100 million, it could be put into
the explosive devices, or do some of
those other things.

This was not something easy to swal-
low, but I personally, nor did Members
on our side, did not want to do any-
thing to hold up the Nation's entire
transportation budget over this issue.
In the end, all things considered, it is a
good bill. The President has indicated
he will sign it, Secretary Slater called
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us and said he agrees with it. I urge my
colleagues to support the conference
agreement.

In closing, I want to acknowledge the
assistance and support of the gen-
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. SABO], the
ranking member of the subcommittee.
We never had a difference. I do not be-
lieve there was ever a partisan dif-
ference in the whole process. The bill
passed 403 to 5, or something like that.
I just want to thank the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. SABO] publicly
and the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
OBEY] for their cooperation.

I also want to thank all the Repub-
lican members, who were very, very
helpful and worked together in a good
team effort.

If I may also, Mr. Speaker, I would
like to thank the staff, John Blazey,
Rich Efford, Stephanie Gupta, Linda
Muir, Cheryl Smith, and also the asso-
ciate staff, who have done a tremen-
dous job. I do not want murder their
names but out of a courtesy to them I
would like to mention them: David
Whitestone, Monica Vegas Kladakis,
Connie Veillette, Steve Carey, Eric
Mondero, Todd Rich, Joe Cramer, Mark
Zelden, Paul Cambon, Marjorie Duske,
Barbara Zylinski-Mizrahi, Albert
Jacquez, Nancy Alcalde, David
Oliveira, Blake Blake Gable and Paul
Carver. I apologize if I did not say all
those words appropriately, but I hope
for the RECORD's sake they will be
there.

Last, Mr. Speaker, 1 urge my col-
leagues to support the conference bill.
I include for the RECORD the following
information:
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION AND RELATED AGENCIES, 1998 (H.R.2169)

Conference
FY 1887 FY 1988 compared with
Enacted Estimate House Senate Conference enacled
TITLE | - DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Office of the Secretary
Salaries and exp 52,066,000 56,136,000 60,008,000 66,703,000 61,000,000 +8,034,000
Office of civil dghu 5,574,000 5,574,000 5,574,000 5,574,000 5,574,000
Ti portath i h, and d P 3,000,000 6,008,000 4,400,000 4,400,000 4,400,000 +1,400,000
T tion Administrative Senvice Center CADUBARO. - cvocricrisiramimpitiesis (IZVB0000)  ...oviceissicmssotimivsrinss (121,800,000) (3,012,000
P‘aymoﬂn b air carrers (Ah'pnd lnd Mﬂly Trust Fund):
of ) (25,800,000) (-25,900,000)
ﬂ-lﬂm ©on obligations) (25,800,000) (-25,800,000)
A of ithor, (-12,700,000) (-38,600,000) ... (-38,600,000) (-38,600,000) (-25,800,000)
Rescl (1,133,000 {+1,133,000)
Rental pay 127,447,000 10,567,000 -127,447,000
Minofity b center prog 1,900,000 1,800,000 1,800,000 1,800,000 1,900,000 ... ;
(Limitation on direct loans) (15,000,000) (15,000,000) (15,000,000) (15,000,000) (15,000,000 ...
Minority b i h 2,900,000 2,800,000 2,800,000 2,800,000 2,900,000 ...
Total, Office of the S Y 183,787,000 83,085,000 74,783,000 81,477,000 75,774,000 -118,013,000
(Umitations on obligations) (25,800,000 (-25,800,000)
Total budgetary (219,687,000 (83,085,000) (74,783,000) (81,477,000) (75,774,000) (-143,813,000)
Coast Guard
Op g exp 2,318,725,000 2,440,000,000 2,408,000,000 2,435,400,000 2,415,400,000 +85,675,000
Defi f i 300,000,000 300,000,000  ...cconnensmrsansnsnsnsans 300,000,000 + 300,000,000
(Transter from DOD) (300,000,000 {300,000,000)  <ccevuvusrunesresenrissssisss (-300,000,000)
Supplemental (P.L. 105-18) 1,600,000 -1,600,000
Acquisition, , and imp
Offsetting collecti -8,000,000 8,000,000 +8,000,000 -8,000,000 8,000,000
Wi L 216,500,000 186,800,000 191,650,000 214,700,000 212,100,000 -4,400,000
Alrcraft 18,040,000 26,400,000 33,800,000 26,400,000 25,800,000 +7,760,000
Other F 41,700,000 48,700,000 47,050,000 51,200,000 44,650,000 +2,850,000
Shore facilities and aids to g facilities 52,350,000 63,000,000 58,400,000 73,000,000 68,300,000 + 15,850,000
Personnel and related suppont. 46,250,000 47,000,000 47,000,000 47,000,000 47,000,000 +750,000
Subtotal, AC & | app 374,840,000 370,000,000 370,000,000 403,300,000 388,850,000 +14,010,000
Envil | compli and 22,000,000 21,000,000 21,000,000 21,000,000 21,000,000 -1,000,000
P“‘ 5"")‘ Develop 5,000,000 -5,000,000
of brid 16,000,000 16,000,000 26,000,000 17,000,000 + 1,000,000
Retired pay 608,084,000 645,606,000 645,696,000 653,186,000 853,196,000 +45,112,000
Supphmmlll (P.L. 105-18), 8,200,000 -8,200,000
g 65,890,000 65,000,000 67,000,000 65,535,000 67,000,000 +1,110,000
R Javel nt, test, and evaluati 18,200,000 19,000,000 18,000,000 20,000,000 19,000,000 200,000
Boat lah!y (Aquu‘ll: Rtll\lm'rrud Fundj ... 35,000,000 50,000,000 35,000,000 35,000,000 e Ru o Ko v o L ——
Total, Coast Guard 3,476,539,000 3,810,606,000 3,881,656,000 3,659,431,000 3,816,446,000 +438,807,000
Federal Aviation Administration
Operali 4,825,500,000 5,036,100,000 5,300,000,000 5,325,800,000 5,301,834,000 +376,434,000
Appropriation of user fees 300,000,000
Oftsetting C L ~75,000,000 +75,000,000
Emergency appropriali (32,400,000) (-32,400,000)
Facilities and equipment (Airport and Airway Trust Fund) ........... 1,783,500,000 1,875,000,000 1,875,000,000 1,888,004 883 1,875,477,000 +81,877,000
Emergency appropriat (144,200,000} (144,200,000
R h ineering, and d pment (Airport and Alrway
de Fund] 187,412,000 200,000,000 185,000,000 214,250,000 188,183,000 +11,771,000
i (21,000,000) (-21,000,000)
Gnnb-ln-ﬂdkxdrpom (Airport and Alrway Trust Fund):
(L of ) (1,500,000,000) (1,500,000,000) (1,600,000,000) (1,600,000,000) (1,600,000,000) {+100,000,000)
ﬂ.lmitwonon bligations) (1,460,000,000) (1.000,000,000) (1,700,000,000) (1,700,000,000) (1,700,000,000) (+240,000,000)
Rescission of contract auth (-800,000,000) (-180,000,000) (-412,000,000)  (+388,000,000)
Tolal, Federal Aviation A 6,831,412,000 7,411,100,000 7,360,000,000 7,429,154,883 7,376,584,000 +545,182,000
{Limitations on oblig (1,460,000,000)  (1,000,000,000)  (1,700,000,000)  (1,700,000,000)  (1,700,000,000) (+240,000,000)
Total budgetary (8,281,412,000) (8,411,100,000) (9,060,000,000) (9,129,154,883) (9,076,584,000) (+ 785,182,000}
Federal Highway Administration
Limitati i (521,114,000) (494,376,000) (510,313,000) (558,440,000) (552,266,000) (+31,152,000)
Highway-| nlu-d :dltygrmh me‘l’ruﬂ Fund):
(Liquidali (2,049,000) (4,000,000) (4,000,000) ....connnnensssresisissinne {-2,048,000)
Rosciss u t (-8,100,000) (+8,100,000)
Appalachian Development Highway system 300,000,000 300,000,000 + 300,000,000
F.d.mm highways (Highway Trust Fund):
on U (18,000,000,000)  (20,170,000,000)  {21,500,000,000)  (21,800,000,000)  (21,500,000,000)  (+3,500,000,000)
s tal obi thority (P.L. 105-18). (694,810,534) (-684,810,534)
[Eum[.‘t obllgaﬂoml tnc. 310ad) (1,783,237,000) (1,510,571,000) (1,380,570,000) (1,390,600,000) (1,380,570,000) (-382,667,000)
(Bonus pmgram} (sec. 310 .] BALATI000) | eercomoronemtsmmmmornssons (269,656,000) (-241,173,000)
(Liquidati (18,800,000,000)  (19,800,000,000)  (20,800,000,000)  (20,850,000,000)  (20,800,000,000)  (+1,000,000,000)
£ Y approg (82,000,000) (-82,000,000)
Ernorg.nqr relief program (P.L. 105-18)......ccceeurvnissssmnsmsnions (650,000,000) (-650,000,000)
Right-of-way iving fund. 8,000,000
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Conference
FY 1807 FY 1088 compared with
Enacted Estimal House Senate Conference enacted
Motor carrier safety grants (Highway Trust Fund):
(Liquidation of contract authorization) (74,000,000) (80,000,000) (85,000,000) (85,000,000) (85,000,000) (+11,000,000)
(Limitation on oblig ) (78,225,000) (100,000,000) (85,325,000 (84,300,000) (84,825,000) (+6,600,000)
Rescission of contract auth k {-12,300,000) (+12,300,000)
State Infr clure banks. 150,000,000 -150,000,000
State infrastructure banks (Highway Trust Fund) 150,000,000
Transportation infi credit program (Highway Trust
Fund) 100,000,000
Total, Federal Highway AdminiSIrAton ... 150,000,000 250,000,000  .....ocrrinmmasnerriinisiens 308,000,000 300,000,000 + 150,000,000
(Uimitations on obligations) (18,773,035,534)  (20,270,000,000)  (21,585,325,000)  (21,884,300,000)  (21,584,825,000) (+2,811,780,466)
(Sec. 310 obligations) (2,024,410,000) (1,510,571,000) (1,6680,226,000) {1,380,600,000) {1,380,570,000) (-633,840,000)
Total budgetary {20,947,445534)  (22,030,571,000)  (23,245,551,000)  (23,582,800,000)  (23,275,386,000) (+2,327,840,466)
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
Operations and | 80,800,000  .corviimsmsmrisssssirinsans 74,482,000 74,760,000 74,801,000 +5,868,000
Operations and ressarch (Highway Trust Fund)............cccceecune §1,712,000 147,500,000 72,415,000 71,740,000 72,061,000 +20,348,000
Subtotal, O lons and 132,612,000 147,500,000 148,807,000 146,500,000 146,962,000 + 14,350,000

g S g oy To o
Sl et g iy g s A

(168,100000) (185000000) (186,000,000) (186,000,000) (186,000,000  (+17,800,000)

( on oblig ) (128,700,000) (140,200,000} (140,200,000) (150,700,000) (148,700,000} {+21,000,000)
National Driver Register (Sec. 402) (limitation on obligations).. (2,400,000 (2,300,000} (2,300,000} (2,300,000} (2,300,000) {-100,000)
Contract authorization (P.L. 105-18) .......couemsmmisscsssssssssenss 2,500,000 -2,500,000
Highway safety grants (Sec. 1003(a)(7)) flimitation on
bligations) {11,500,000) (-11,500,000)
Occupant p tion | ive grants (limitation on
S ": T <y 2 (8,000,000) (9,000,000)
(Sec. 410) (limttation on obligations) Ty {25,500,000) (34,000,000) (35,000,000) (34,000,000) (34,500,000) (+9,000,000)
Contract authorization (P.L. 105-18) ......ccccucceiescmsnensnsessnses 500,000 -500,000
Rescission of contract (24,800,000) (+AA00N
Total, National Highway Traffic Safety Administration.......... 135,612,000 147,500,000 146,807,000 146,500,000 146,862,000 +11,350,000
(Umitations on obligations) (168,100,000) (185,500,000) (186,500,000) (187,000,000) (188,500,000) (+18,400,000)
Total budgetary 1303,712,000) (333,000,000 (333,407,000) (333,500,000) (333,462,000 (+28,750,000)
Federal Railroad Administration
Office of the Admini 16,739,000 20,558,000 18,434,000 18,800,000 20,290,000 +3,551,000
R 1 safety. 51,407,000 57,067,000 56,067,000 57,067,000 57,087,000 +5,860,000
Raliroad h and pment 20,100,000 21,838,000 21,038,000 24,808,000 20,758,000 +658,000
L idor imp t prog 178,000,000 cccorniamoriansmiassrmanss 250,000,000 273,450,000 250,000,000 +75,000,000
High-speed rall trainsets and facilities ..............cooncinscsiiicnns 80,000,000 -80,000,000
Next generation high-speed rail 24,757,000 19,585,000 18,305,000 26,000,000 20,365,000 -4,362,000
Trust fund share of next generation high-speed rail (Highway
Trust Fund): (Liquidation of horization) (2,855,000) (-2,855,000)
Alaska Railroad rehabilitation 10,000,000 17,000,000 15,280,000 +5,280,000
Rhode Island Rail Development 7,000,000 10,000,000 10,000,000 10,000,000 10,000,000 +3,000,000
Direct loan fi g prog 58,680,000 +58,680,000
Direct loan fi ing prog limitation (400,000,000) (-400,000,000)
Grants to the National Railroad Passenger Corporati
Operati 364,500,000 283,000,000 344,000,000 344,000,000 -20,500,000
Capital 223,450,000 b e L T 199,000,000 -24,450,000
Subtotal, Grants to Amtrak SATOB00U0" v romress 543,000,000 344,000,000 543,000,000 -44,950,000
Capital grants to the R Passenger Corp
(Highway Trust Fund) 445,450,000
(North idor Imp ts) (200,000,000)
(Pennsylvania Station Redevelop Project) (23,450,000)
Operating grants to the National Rallroad P g
Corporation (Highway Trust Fund) 344,000,000
Emergency raiiroad rehabilitation and repair:
Emergency funding (P.L. 105-18) (18,800,000) (-18,800,000)
Tolal, Federal Rail Admini 1,031,633,000 918,309,000 918,834,000 772,223,000 836,790,000 84,843,000
Federal Transit Adminisiration
Admini p ALABTO00 | iiivimivisisassnisssorsasin 45,738,000 41,487,000 45,738,000 +4,241,000
Adminisirative expenses (Highway Trust Fund, Mass Transit
A ) 47,018,000
Formula grants (Highway Trust Fund):
{Limitation on obligations) (1,858,185,000) {2,260,000,000)  (+600,815,000)

Operaling assistance grants. (400,000,000)
Sublotal, Fi la grants. (2,148,185,000) ....cccurrissnsnsseresseces (2/500,000,000) {2,400,000,000) {2,500,000,000) (+350,815,000)

(150,000,000) (-250,000,000)
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FY 1887 FY 1908 compared with
Enacted Estimate House Senal Conference enacted
F la prog (Highway Trust Fund, Mass Transit Account):
(Limitation on obligations) (3,498,500,000)
(Liquidation of contract authorization) (1,500,000,000)
University P 6,000,000 6,000,000
Transit planning and 88,000,000 77,250,000
Metropolitan planning (38,500,000) (38,500,000)
Rural transit (4,500,000} (4,500,000)
Teariolt copscath i {8,250,000) (-8,250,000)
National planning and h (22,500,000) (22,000,000)
State planning and h (8,250,000) (8,250,000)
transit instifule {3,000,000) (3,000,000)
Sublotal, Transit pi g and (86,000,000) (77,250,000)
Transit planning and h (Highway Trust Fund, Mass
Transit Aeeourlj
Metropolitan planning
Transit cooperath h
m plmnl
e P g and b
Nati rnln..- portation institute
Munud 'I‘-chnoloar Tr-ult Bus
Subtotal, Transit pl g and h
Tnmhmmu-w (Highway Trust Fund)
{Ilquidninnd (1,820,000,000)  ....ovvcmuessorsencrarsssses (2,210,000,000)  (2,210,000,000)  (2,210,000,000)  (+280,000,000)
of horizati (-271,000,000) (+271,000,000)
Discretionary grants (Highway Trust Fund) (limitation on
obligations):
Fixed g d (760,000,000} (800,000,000) (780,000,000) (800,000,000) (+40,000,000)
Bus llﬂd bwoﬁ facilities. (380,000,000) .. (400,000,000) (440,000,000) (400,000,000) {+20,000,000)
New starts (760,000,000} (800,000,000) (788,000,000) (800,000,000} (+40,000,000)
Sublotal, Discretionary grants (1,900,000,000) ......ooocemssnennsiascninas (2,000,000,000) (2,008,000,000) (2,000,000,000) {+100,000,000)
R of tract authorizati (-588,000,000) |+588,000,000)

Major capital investments (Highway Trust Fund, Mass Transit
Account) (limitation on obligati
MWWMTMHM.MTM:R
Account) (liquidation of authority)

Mass transit capital fund (Highway Trust Fund) (liquidation of

tract auth ) (2,300,000,000) (2,350,000,000) 12,350,000,000) (2,350,000,000) (+50,000,000}
Washington Metropolitan Area Transit AUOHY ...............c..ccoenes 200,000,000 200,000,000 160,000,000 200,000,000  ....ovooarsseussosssssaseasiss

Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (Highway Trust

Fund, Mass Transit Account)
Total, Federal Transit Admi { 822,807,000 338,818,000 627,738,000 474,747,000 583,738,000 -238,250,000
(Limitations on obligations) (3,558,185,000) (4,148,500,000) (4,210,000,000) (4,218,000,000) (4,260,000,000) (+700,815,000)
Tolal budgetary (4,382,182,000) (4,487,318,000) (4,827,738,000) (4,682,747,000) (4,843,738,000} (+461,556,000)
Saint Law S y Devel nt Corporation
Operations and maintenance (Harbor Mnimnm Trust Fund) F0MT000: - Liiiiimanad 11200000 i 11,200,000 +863,000
A h and Special Prog Administration

R h and special prog 26,886,000 30,102,000 27,834,000 28,450,000 28,450,000 + 1,564,000
H rials safety (15,472,000) (15,024,000 (15,482,000) (15,342,000) (-130,000)
Emergency t o (993,000) .. (893,000} (1,443,000) (1,443,000) (+450,000)
Research and lechnology (3,580,000) .. (3,586,000) (3.296,000) (3,446,000) (-134,000)
Program and administrative support (8,841,000) (8,321,000) (8,218,000) (8,219,000) (+1,378,000)
Subtotal, h and special prog [ 0.0 — (27,834,000) (28,450,000) (28,450,000) ( +1,564,000)
ati {3,000,000) (-3,000,000)
28,450,000 30,660,000 28,186,000 28,000,000 28,000,000 -460,000
2,528,000 2,328,000 3,300,000 3,000,000 3,300,000 +772,000
30,888,000 32,988,000 31,488,000 31,000,000 31,300,000 +312,000
200,000 200,000 200,000 200,000 o E 1
58,074,000 63,280,000 58,620,000 58,650,000 58,950,000 +1,876,000
37,800,000 40,888,000 42,000,000 38,800,000 42,000,000 +4,100,000
12,344,000 14,300,000 15,853,000 12,300,000 13,853,000 +1,508,000

-14,300,000 -2,000,000
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Conference
FY 1997 FY 1888 compared with
Enacied Estimat Fkies Al ok s
General Provisions
Bureau of Transportation Statistics {ranster from Federal-aid
Highways) (25,000,000) {31,000,000) (25,000,000) (25,000,000) T e R
Transportation Administrative Service Center reducii 10,000,000  ...oovccsninsssrsasssraninns DRO00D0D! -, d:cctomreissammsiersmmasss -3,000,000 47,000,000
Railroad safety offsetting collecti -60,000,000
Net total, title |, Department of Transportation 11,883,102,000 13,065,087,000  13,111,631,000 12,753,782,883 13,000,707,000  +1,026,605,000
Appropriatk (12,750,635,000)  (13,103,687,000)  (13,111,631,000)  (12,982,382,883)  (13,460,307,000) (+708,672,000)
Rescissi {-1,719,033,000) (-38,800,000)  woveicrsssasesmsssiasissssies (-228,600,000) (-450,600,000)  (+1,268,433,000)
Emergency approprl {851,500,000) (-951,500,000)
(Umitations on obligations) (23,986,220,534)  (25,604,000,000)  (27,681,625,000)  (27,089,300,000)  (27,731,325,000)  (+3,745,104,466)
(Sec. 310 obligations) (2,024,410,000)  (1,510,571,000)  (1,660,228,000)  (1,380,600,000)  (1,380,570,000) {-633,840,000)
Net total budgetary resources (37,083,732,534)  (40,179,658,000)  (42,453,682,000)  (42,133,682,883)  (42,131,802,000) (+4,137,860,466)
TITLE Il - RELATED AGENCIES
Archieciurel and Tranepioriation B
Compliance Board
and exp 3,540,000 3,640,000 3,640,000 3,640,000 3,640,000 +100,000
National Transportation Safety Board
Salaries and expenses 42,407,000 40,000,000 46,000,000 46,700,000 48,371,000 +5,864,000
Appropriation of user fees 6,000,000
Emergency i (6,000,000) (-6,000,000)
funding (P.L. 105-18) (28,858,000) (-28,856,000)
Emergency fund 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 +1,000,000
Emergency fund (smergency appropriations) {1,000,000) (-1,000,000)
Total, National Transportation Safety Board 42,407,000 47,000,000 47,000,000 50,700,000 48,371,000 +6,864,000
Total, title Il, Related Agencies 82,806,000 50,640,000 50,640,000 54,340,000 53,011,000 -28,785,000
A riati (45,947,000 {50,640,000) (50,640,000) (54,340,000) (53,011,000) (+7,084,000)
Emergency appropriat (36,850,000) (-38,858,000)
TITLE i - GENERAL PROVISIONS
Net total appropriations 12,068,308,000 13,115,727,000  13,162,271,000 12,808,122,883 13,062,718,000 +08094,410,000
Emergency appropriations -289,600,000 +288,600,000
Emergency (P.L. 105-18) -698,758,000 +1688,750,000
General provision: B & d -512,604 +513,604
Pipeline safety 1,000000 Ll s 1,000,000 2,000,000 1000000 st
Rallroad Safety -3,000,000 +3,000,000
Total, adjustment BO0,B72,804  ..ocrrrerririisisisnsranin 1,000,000 2,000,000 1,000,000 +891,872,604
Net grand total 11,077,435,396 13,115,727,000  13,163,271,000 12,810,122,883 13,083,718,000  +1,886,282,604
Appropriath (12,796,468,306)  (13,154,327,000)  (13,163,271,000)  (13,038,722,883)  (13,514,318,000) (+717,848,604)
Rescissi (-1,719,033,000) (-38,600,000)  ..ocrisrivrssssrsorisnaes (-228,600,000) (-450,600,000)  (+1,268,433,000)
(Limitations on obligations) (23,886,220,534)  (25,604,000,000)  (27,681,825,000)  (27,989,300,000)  (27,731,325,000)  (+3,745,104,466)
(Sec. 310 obligations) (2,024,410,000) (1,510,571,000)  (1,860,226,000)  (1,390,600,000) (1,380,570,000) (-833,840,000)
Net grand total budgetary reSOUrCes ................cwrummises (37,088,065,830)  (40,230,288,000)  (42,505,322,000)  (42,190,022,883)  (42,185,613,000) (+5,097,547,070)
RECAP
Total y and discretionary 11,077,435,386 13,115,727,000  13,163,271,000 12,810,122,883 13,063,718,000  +1,086,282,604
Mandatory 617,284,000 645,606,000 645,696,000 653,196,000 653,196,000 +35,912,000
Discretionary:
Defense (050) 300,000,000 SOO00000 . il siimiiiiats 300,000,000 +300,000,000
Nondef 10,460,151,386 12,170,031,000 12,217,575,000 12,156,826,883  12,110,522,000  +1,850,370,804

Total, Di i ) 10,460,151,396 12,470,031,000 12,517,575,000 12,156,626,883 12,410,522,000 +1,850,370,604
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Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAToOURETTE). The Chair would remind
all Members that remarks should be di-
rected at the Chair or other Members
in the Chamber.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I yield such
time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from Maryland [Mr. HOYER] for
the purpose of a colloquy.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.
SABO], the ranking member on the sub-
committee, for yielding time to me.

I rise to say, Mr. Speaker, that I will
support this conference report. I know
the work of both sides has been very
hard. Obviously, compromises have
been made. But I rise to talk about
something that is not in the conference
report that greatly concerns me.

Over the last 6 or 7 years, the Con-
gress, prior to 1995, was about the busi-
ness of fixing up one of the roads it
owns. It was the Baltimore-Washington
Parkway. The first 19 miles of that
road are Federal property. We have ap-
propriated substantial sums to reha-
bilitate that road, which was some 40
years of age and needed to be fixed or
it was not going to be usable. It is a
major artery along the Atlantic Coast
and a major artery between two of
America’s great cities, Washington and
Baltimore.

It is, I might add, the direct route to
Camden Yards, the home of the Balti-
more Orioles, which ought to give it
added impetus. I would ask the atten-
tion of the gentleman from Virginia
[Mr. WoLF], who did not hear my com-
ments.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield, I apologize, I did not.

Mr. HOYER. I know the gentleman
did not. I want to repeat it, because
this is the major artery to get to Cam-
den Yards, the home of the Baltimore
Orioles. I know the gentleman from
Virginia, Mr. ToM Davis, is a big fan of
the Orioles, and 1 hope the gentleman
from Virginia, Mr. WOLF, is as well.

Mr. WOLF. Yes, I am. The gentleman
from Virginia [Mr. Davis] is a bigger
fan.

Mr. HOYER. That is serious.

But on a transportation note, as the
chairman and I have been discussing, it
is vital that we complete this project.
We are now $18'2 million short of com-
pletion of rehabilitation and restora-
tion of the federally owned road.

Mr. Speaker, I would ask the chair-
man, he knows my concern, the con-
cern I have had that we have not been
able to fund this over the last 3 years.
We are now coming to the end of the
funding stream. If we do not get the
balance, this project will be in abey-
ance. I would like to ask, if the chair-
man could, to give me his comments on
that, so we could determine where we
are.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield, I completely agree
with the gentleman. I hope we can do
something. 1 would say there is a dis-
cretionary set-aside of $440 million out
of the Federal lands program that the
administration does have the ability to
use. After this is over, I will do a letter
to Secretary Babbitt.

Second, I will also ask Senator WAR-
NER from my State to look at this. I
think there ought to be a category in
the ISTEA bill to deal with the BWI
Parkway, and also the unmet needs in
a lot of the national parks. I think the
gentleman is exactly right. I will at-
tempt to do everything I can to help. I
completely agree with the gentleman.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, reclaiming
my time, I thank the gentleman for his
comments, and I would thank him for
his help in seeing that we could com-
plete this project.

I want to thank my good friend, the
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. SABO],
the ranking member, who I know has
been trying to help with this as well. 1
look forward to working with both of
them so we can see the completion of
this project, which is essentially 90 per-
cent funded and just needs this balance
to be completed.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, let me begin by thank-
ing the gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
WoLF], the chairman of the sub-
committee, for his good work. This is a
good bill. He has done an outstanding
job chairing this subcommittee. He has
been fair and worked hard at it. It is a
product that we should pass by a huge
margin today.

Let me also acknowledge all of the
staff mentioned by the gentleman from
Virginia [Mr. WoLF], both majority and
minority, who worked very hard on
this bill. It is an outstanding staff, and
they do outstanding work.

Let me particularly mention Cheryl
SMITH and the minority staff and
Marge Duske on my personal staff who
have worked on this bill, along with all
the majority staff members and asso-
ciate staff as doing outstanding work.
We deeply appreciate it.

Mr. Speaker, let me just highlight a
couple of issues. When this bill passed
the House I expressed concern that we
were underfunding the operating ac-
count for Amtrak. The conference re-
port that is back today funds Amtrak
at the level requested by the adminis-
tration. I think that was a good change
from what the House passed and rep-
resents a significant improvement in
this bill.

Second, at the point this bill went to
conference we moved to instruct the
conferees to stay with the House posi-
tion of $200 million for operating costs
of transit agencies in this country. The
House had $200 million in its original
bill. The conference report maintains
$150 million, which is 75 percent of that
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amount, and, in addition, it has a pro-
vision allowing transit agencies to use
some of the capital money for mainte-
nance costs, which previously they
have had to use operating dollars for.
So in essence, this bill complies with
the instructions given by the House at
the point that we went to conference.

It is a good bill, and T urge Members
to support it.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. OBERSTAR].

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank the gentleman for yielding me
the time. I rise in opposition to the
language in the bill drafted by the Sen-
ate dealing with Dallas’ Love Field. I
will include a statement expressing my
concern about the safety implications
of that position.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the
balance of my time.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield such
time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. PACKARD].

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
participate in a colloquy with the gen-
tleman from Virginia [Mr. WOLF], the
chairman.

Mr. Speaker, it has come to my at-
tention that language in the con-
ference report pertaining to technical
automation contains two typo-
graphical errors. In the first line of the
language it should read ““DDM 2800 se-
ries monitors’ rather than “DDM 2300
monitor series,”” as is printed in the re-
port.

The last line of this language should
also read ‘‘The conferees direct the
FAA to report to the House and Senate
Committees on Appropriations by De-
cember 15, 1997, explaining how the
agency will locate the resources nec-
essary to continue monitor production
during fiscal year 1998."

The report reads “‘to continue to
monitor production.”” The second “‘to"
was added by the Government Printing
Office and should be omitted. I just
want to make sure that this is clarified
and that this is the intent of the con-
ferees.

I would ask, is this the chairman’s
understanding?

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. PACKARD. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Virginia.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman is correct. That change was
made I think by an English major at
GPO who felt a mistake had been made
and wanted to save the Congress an
embarrassment, and they were think-
ing of monitor not as the monitor, but
to monitor. And the gentleman is ex-
actly right, although we do thank the
GPO for the great job they do to edit
some of the things we say. The agree-
ment does relate to the 2800 series of
monitor and the second ‘‘to” was a
printing error. 1 agree with the gen-
tleman.
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Mr. PACKARD. I want to thank the
gentleman, and I certainly support the
conference report.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I yield such
time as she may consume to the gen-
tlewoman from Oregon [Ms. FURSE].

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of this conference report,
which supports the Westside-Hillsboro
light rail project.

Mr. Speaker, | rise today in strong support
of the conference report on H.R. 2169, Fiscal
year 1998 Transporiation Appropriations. |
want to thank Mr. WoLF, Mr. SABO, and every
member of the conference committee for their
hard work in crafting an excellent conference
report,

| believe the conference report before the
House is a good bill in many respects, but
particularly because it promotes livable com-
munities. For example, the conference report
supports the Westside-Hillsboro Light Rail
Project, one of the Nation's leading examples
of sustainable development. The Westside
Project, which receives the full $63.4 million in
this conference report, has already begun op-
erating and will be complete to downtown
Hillsboro by September of 1998. Light rail in
the Portland area works in conjunction with
Oregon’s unique land-use laws, and is critical
to the future vitality and livability of our region.
Oregonians are anxious to reap the benefits of
this public investment: reduced congestion,
improved air quality, sustainable economic de-
velopment, and maintaining the quality of life
that we treasure in the Pacific Northwest.

We can make a difference in our commu-
nities by planning for growth in an effective
and environmentally friendly fashion, and this
conference report helps achieve this goal. |
want to thank Mr. WoOLF and Mr. SABO, as well
as appropriations staff members John Blazey
and Cheryl Smith, for their long-time support
of the Westside Project.

We only have 1 year left of funding to com-
plete the Westside Project, Mr. Speaker. |
urge my colleagues to support the conference
report.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield to
the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr.
Forp] for the purposes of a colloquy.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Speaker, I rise to en-
gage the gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
WoLr], the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Transportation of the
Committee on Appropriations, for a
colloquy regarding the Memphis Inter-
national Airport.

Mr. Speaker, the Senate report ac-
companying S. 1048, the Senate version
of the fiscal year 1998 Transportation
appropriations bill, included a rec-
ommendation that the FAA issue a let-
ter of intent to the Memphis Inter-
national Airport for reconstruction and
extension of runway 18C/36C, a project
vitally important to my region’s capac-
ity to remain a force in tomorrow's
competitive marketplace.

However, my understanding is that
this recommendation was not included
in the conference report, based on erro-
neous information that may have been
conveyed to staff by the Department of
Transportation.
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Is that
standing?

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. FORD. I yield to the gentleman
from Virginia.

Mr. WOLF'. The gentleman is correct,
Mr. Speaker. The conferees believed
that the FAA already had issued a let-
ter of intent to the Memphis Inter-
national Airport when in fact it had
not occurred. I agree that the Memphis
International Airport should have been
included on the list of airports for
which the conferees encouraged the
FAA to consider signing letters of in-
tent, and the FAA should treat the list
of airports identified in the statement
of managers as if it included Memphis
International Airport. I regret and
apologize for this inadvertent error
that was made.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for his leadership, and cer-
tainly his willingness to address this
problem, and for his clarification that
indeed Memphis International Airport
should receive the same consideration
for a letter of intent as the six other
airports listed in the statement of
managers on H.R. 2169.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I yield such
time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from Alabama [Mr. CALLAHAN].

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Speaker, this is
a great institution, and the national
media always focuses on the sensa-
tionalism of what is happening in
Washington. They want to talk about
campaign reform, and they want to
talk about who had coffee with whom
at the White House and how much
money was raised, or anything nega-
tive.

But meanwhile, we in Congress have
a responsibility. One of the greatest re-
sponsibilities we have, if not the chief
responsibility, is to distribute the tax
dollars that the American people sends
to us.

the gentleman’'s under-
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While the spotlights are focusing on
all the glamorous Members of the Sen-
ate and the chairmen of committees
about the sensationalism type of media
events, there are some in this House
who are doing responsible work.

During the last 6 or 7T months, the
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. WoLF],
chairman of this subcommittee, and
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.
SABO], the ranking Democrat, have
been working with a great degree of
sensationalism, not publicized sensa-
tionalism but responsible, dedicated
service, trying to distribute the mon-
eys that have been allocated towards
transportation in this country.

It is important. We are talking about
highways. We are talking about Am-
trak. We are talking about buses. We
are talking about the U.S. Coast
Guard. We are talking about a myriad
of responsible activities that have been
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taking place under the leadership of
the gentleman from Virginia and the
gentleman from Minnesota.

So, Mr. Speaker, while I recognize
that this is not a perfect bill, because
a perfect bill would include a little bit
more for the Coast Guard and a little
bit more for the State of Alabama,
even though admittedly Alabama does
pretty doggone well, I just rise and ask
my colleagues to reward these gentle-
men for the work that they have done
for the last 6 or T months in bringing to
this body, finally, a bill that will pro-
vide the necessary moneys for the
transportation needs of this country
during the next fiscal year.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
reward the gentleman from Virginia
and the gentleman from Minnesota by
voting *‘yes’ in favor of this conference
report.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, how much
time do I have remaining?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LATOURETTE). The gentleman from
Minnesota has 23 minutes remaining.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, Members
come and go. Somebody who has served
here for many years now and did an
outstanding job is the gentleman from
Colorado [Mr. SKAGGS], my friend. The
gentleman flirted for a while with the
notion of running for an institution
where speech is unlimited and speeches
go on forever. In the House, we are dis-
ciplined.

Mr. Speaker, being that the gen-
tleman decided not to run for that in-
stitution with endless speeches, and
the fact that I have 23 minutes left and
I need to reserve 2 minutes for the
ranking member of the full committee,
I yield 21 minutes to the gentleman
from Colorado [Mr. SKAGGS], and we
are going to test to see what kind of
discipline the gentleman has to not use
it all.

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, I think
that 1 appreciate the kindness of the
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. SABO],
yielding me most of his remaining
time, which I will not consume, but I
thank the gentleman very much. It has
been a delight working with him on the
Committee on Appropriations.

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. WoLF],
the chairman of the subcommittee, for
the predictably good work that the
gentleman and his members and staff
have done in bringing a bill to the floor
that I intend to support.

I have a little bit of a good news and
not. so0 good news set of comments I
would like to make, which will not
take long. But in particular, Mr.
Speaker, I wish to recognize and ex-
press the thanks of the people that I
represent in Colorado for the inclusion
of several very important provisions in
this bill:

Mr. Speaker, funding for the light
rail southwest corridor being con-
structed by the Regional Transpor-
tation District in the Greater Denver
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Metropolitan area; funding for a very
important mass transit project along
the Roaring Fork Valley in western
Colorado. There is an impossibly con-
gested situation along the routes lead-
ing into Aspen, which is renowned for
its spectacular homes and perhaps its
well-to-do, but there are an awful lot of
working people that need to get to
work in that community that will be
well served by this inventive effort to
bring rail back to the Roaring Fork
Valley.

Bus money for Colorado; and, finally,
a healthy amount for aviation weather
research, extremely important for the
national aviation system and an impor-
tant provision in this funding bill.

Mr. Speaker, there are a couple of
points that I do want to raise a ques-
tion of concern about. For some rea-
son, Mr. Speaker, they seem fto have to
do with things emanating from the
Denver International Airport, a project
that has enjoyed the special affection
of the chairman of the subcommittee
over the years.

I wanted to say both thanks for the
provision in section 323 that permits
some of the noise studies to move for-
ward that are very important in deter-
mining the advisability or not of the
construction of a sixth runway at DIA,
as well as expressing some regret that
there remains a unique provision in the
bill prohibiting funds for such con-
struction. But I know the gentleman
from Virginia will keep an open mind if
it turns out that for safety, noise, and
general good management of the air-
port, it may be advised to proceed with
such a sixth runway.

The second point 1 just wanted to
note was the very creative linkage that
seems to have been included in the re-
port accompanying the conference re-
port between the southwest rail cor-
ridor moneys and the possible acquisi-
tion by the city and county of Denver
of rights-of-way having to do with a
rail line from downtown Denver out to
the airport.

Mr. Speaker, I am not quite sure
what to make of this report language.
It would seem to suggest that if Denver
proceeds with right-of-way acquisition,
that somehow the light rail project run
by an entirely different legal and polit-
ical entity could be put at risk. I do
not. suppose that that is really what
the committee intends here, but the re-
port language is somewhat fuzzy in
this respect.

Obviously, what Denver may do with
regard to the airport as one legal enti-
ty, one political entity, really should
not have much of an impact on what an
entirely separate political jurisdiction
is doing in trying to solve the needs of
the Denver metropolitan area for a rail
alternative.

Again, I intend to support the con-
ference report. 1 appreciate very much
the time yielded to me by the gen-
tleman from Minnesota.
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Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield such
time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from Kansas [Mr. TIAHRT].

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, I have en-
joyed sitting on the Subcommittee on
Transportation and working with the
gentleman from Minnesota as well as
the gentleman from Virginia.

Mr. Speaker, I wanted to talk about
one of the provisions in this conference
report and why I am such an active
supporter of it, and that provision
deals with the merger of the Union Pa-
cific and Southern Pacific railroads.
This merger has created a significant
potential safety and environmental
problem which this legislation address-
es.

Currently, there is a mitigation
study being conducted by the Surface
Transportation Board, and this study is
based on certain data and criteria, that
establish how many trains will be com-
ing through Wichita and what the envi-
ronmental and safety impact, that it
will have on the community.

In this legislation we have report
language that provides a safeguard
that will deal with future safety and
environmental problems, and I would
like to guote just a part of it. It says,
‘*After the Board has approved the
final environmental measures for
Wichita, if the Union Pacific Corp. or
any of its divisions or subsidiaries ma-
terially changes or is unable to achieve
the assumptions on which the Board
based its final environmental mitiga-
tion measures, then the Board should
reopen Finance Docket 32760 if re-
quested by interested parties, and pre-
scribe additional mitigation properly
reflecting these changes if shown to be
appropriate.”

This is the safeguard that I referred
to, Mr. Speaker, and it allows us to
change this study or reconvene a sec-
ond study if the circumstances demand
it so.

Mr. Speaker, the second provision
that is in here that is significant for
the Fourth District of Kansas as well
as the greater south central United
States is changes that we have in the
Wright amendment. The changes are
going to significantly weaken the
Wright amendment, which is one of the
few remaining monopolies that exist in
air travel here in America today.

This was a provision put in place by
former Speaker Jim Wright about 18
years ago, and the purpose was to de-
velop the Dallas/Fort Worth Inter-
national Airport. I have to tell my col-
leagues that this provision was a suc-
cess. That airport now is the second
largest airport in the world in terms of
flight activity. It houses the largest
American air carrier, American Air-
lines. But that success has come at a
high cost.

Mr. Speaker, in 1992, the U.S. Depart-
ment of Transportation did a study and
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they found that the Wright amendment
costs air travelers each year an addi-
tional $183 million per year because of
the lack of competition. Well, if we
take 1992 dollars and escalate them to
1997 dollars, that would be closer to
$250 million a year, a quarter of a bil-
lion dollars that are paid by air trav-
elers in the form of higher airfares,
which go directly in the profit line of
those air carriers which benefit from
the Wright amendment.

The changes to the Wright amend-
ment are in basically two areas. One,
we are changing the description of the
b6-seat aircraft exemption. Now, air-
lines can fly an aircraft out of Love
Field that can hold 56 passengers and
room for cargo. This change will open
up some opportunities for air carriers
in the future.

Second, we are changing the defini-
tion of ‘‘contiguous States’” to add
three States to it. One of those three
States is the State of Kansas. Now,
Kansans can fly directly to Love Field.
As a result of the Wright amendment,
my constituents have had limited trav-
el between Dallas and Wichita, and as a
result we have lost some of our cor-
porate headquarters. Pizza Hut's world
headgquarters transferred to Dallas be-
cause of the higher airline cost. Re-
cently, Brite Voice transferred because
of higher airline costs.

So these changes in this conference
report will be good for the economy not
only in south central Kansas, but the
economy of the south central United
States of America.

Mr. Speaker, I support the provisions
in this transportation conference re-
port, and I would like to urge all of my
colleagues to vote for this conference
report.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY],
ranking member of the full Committee
on Appropriations.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I would sim-
ply note that I certainly do not agree
with everything in this bill. In fact,
there are items that I have fairly
strong disagreement with. But it is a
reasonable approach to transportation
problems in this country, and I think
because of that, it deserves our sup-
port.

1 simply want to congratulate the
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. WoLF]
and the gentleman from Minnesota
[Mr. SABO] for the job they did in pro-
ducing this bill. In politics, we often
have two kinds of people: we have the
show horses and the workhorses. In
these two gentlemen, I think we have
workhorses and the House is the better
for it.

Mr. Speaker, I would also make the
point that I think this demonstrates
that if these issues are left to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations to try to
work out in as bipartisan a manner as
possible, they can usually be worked
out.
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We have some other bills which at
this point are stuck, even though we
are well into the new fiscal year, be-
cause other outside considerations
have intruded and, as a result, the
committee is not being allowed to
work out its differences the way it
would normally work them out.

If left to their own devices, I think
on all four of those remaining bills the
Committee on Appropriations could
reach an agreement that could satisfy
the country in a week. But even though
at this point we have not been fortu-
nate enough to have those bills un-
leashed, this one is, and it is in no
small measure due to the fact that we
have persons with the attitude rep-
resented by the gentleman from Vir-
ginia and the gentleman from Min-
nesota, and I for one appreciate their
working style, and I thank them on be-
half of our Members for the work they
have done on behalf of the House.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY]
for his kind comments.

I have no further requests for time.

Mr. Speaker, 1 yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, 1 thank the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY]
for his comments, and I thank all the
Members on both sides and urge an
‘‘aye’ vote for the conference report.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, | would like
at this time to raise one aspect of the Trans-
portation appropriations bill that gives me con-
cemn. | believe modifying the Wright amend-
ment without a careful and serious debate
about the safety issues involved is premature.
At the outset, | want to make it clear that | am
not against competition in the airline industry.
In fact, | have worked many years as chair-
man of the Aviation Subcommittee and now as
the ranking Democratic member on the Trans-
portation and Infrastructure Committee to en-
sure that competition is alive and well and that
consumers are protected. My concemns focus
entirely on the safety of permitting greatly ex-
panded traffic growth at Love Field in Dallas,
which might complicate the air traffic patterns
in the Dallas-Fort Worth area.

Let me begin by saying that the Wright
amendment was a carefully crafted com-
promise which resolved a heated and long
standing dispute between the cities of Dallas
and Fort Worth. Today, Dallas Fort Worth is a
vibrant international airport and Love Field is
very successful and the home of Southwest
Airlines. | will not go into the history of the
Wright amendment except to say that it has
served the Nation well.

Dallas Fort Worth and Love Field airports
are only 8 miles apart. Only 2 nautical miles
separate the approach patterns between DFW
and Love Field. The runways at Love Field
point into Dallas Fort Worth's most heavily
used arrival routes. Over the years, FAA has
developed air traffic control procedures to pre-
vent planes from coming too close to one an-
other. The approach procedures into Love
Field are more circuitous in order to facilitate
a more direct approach into Dallas Fort Worth.
These procedures work well with the Wright
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amendment in place. Safety is assured. Con-
gestion is controlled.

With the modification of the Wright amend-
ment, | am concerned about the potential
safety impacts from the anticipated growth at
two airports in such close proximity. The Fed-
eral Aviation Administration's data shows that
Dallas Forth Worth totaled almost 900,000 op-
erations in 1995, making it the second most
active U.S. airport. Analysts at the Federal
Aviation Administration Believe that this will in-
crease to over 1.2 million operations per year
by 2010, an increase of almost 40 percent.
Love Field, on the other hand, experienced
about 208,700 operations in 1995 and is ex-
pected to grow by about 5.9 percent by 2010.
But that was before any thought was given to
modifying the Wright amendment. If airlines
move into Love Field, the airport will quickly
reach capacity and significant delays may be-
come commonplace. The safety impacts of
these developments in such confined air-
space, particularly in poor weather, are uncer-
tain at best.

In September 1991, the House Aviation
Subcommitiee held exhaustive hearings on
this issue and explored the competitive and
safety impacts of repealing or modifying the
Wright amendment. At that time, we heard
from experts in the aviation community, local
and State leaders, and many others. The sub-
committee explored the safety and competitive
issues in great depth. Najeeb Halaby, a former
FAA Administrator cautioned against repealing
the Wright amendment on safety grounds and
told us that the margin of safety would be
compromised. Again, we need to examine the
facts, analyze the safety issues, an get a full
understanding of all the complexities of traffic
flow and air traffic control before such a major
change is even considered.

Mr. Speaker, let me say in closing that the
burden now falls on the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration to make sure that both Dallas
Forth and Love Field can operate safely and
can handle growth. The conferees to this bill
expressed similar concerns and have directed
the Federal Aviation Administration to report
on the additional equipment or air traffic con-
trol support necessary to enhance traffic flow,
airspace management, and safety in the Dal-
las-Fort Worth metropolitan area. Also, FAA is
to review the implications of increased traffic
levels on the area and recommend the appro-
priate steps. We should have had the answers
to these questions before we voted on this

rovision.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. Speaker, today | am
voting against the conference agreement on
Transportation Appropriations for Fiscal Year
1998. Although the House approved a level of
$15 billion for my State of Michigan for the
coming fiscal year, a questionable deal was
cut in the conference committee. Inexplicably
the levels in those two bills were cut to just
$7.5 million. This is a perfect example of the
need for funding equity in our transportation
programs, and a reworking of the formulas for
transit which have continuously resulted in
Michigan's citizens getting the short end of the
transit funding stick.

Transportation funding is one of the most
critical commitments that our govemment
makes each year. Therefore, | support the
base bill. However, | cannot continue to stand
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by, Mr. Speaker, while the transit customers of
Michigan are given no guarantee of a return of
Michigan's gas tax dollars.

Therefore, today | voted with the majority of
the Michigan delegation against this con-
ference agreement, despite the fact that it in-
cluded a provision that | strongly support—a
provision that bars Members of Congress from
exercising the option of switching from the
Civil Service Retirement System to the Fed-
eral Employees Retirement System.

At the very least, Mr. Speaker, we must find
some way to assure that each State receives
a minimum allocation from the Transit account
of our highway trust fund. Today, Mr. Speaker,
| vote against this bill to protest its perpetua-
tion.

Mr. KILPATRICK, Mr. Speaker, | rise today
in opposition to the conference report accom-
panying H.R. 2169, the Transportation Appro-
priations bill for fiscal year 1998. In this bill,
the State of Michigan was allotted $15 million
in the House bill, and $14 million in the Sen-
ate bill. What does the conference report con-
tain? Not $15 million for the State of Michigan,
nor does it contain $14 million for the State of
Michigan. It contains only $7.5 million for the
federally funded roads, bridges, and highways
for the next fiscal year for the State of Michi-
gan. While | support the basic tenets of this
bill, this level of funding is simply ludicrous
and does a disservice to the hard-working tax-
payers of my State and of the 15th Congres-
sional District of Michigan, and | will vote
against final passage of this conference re-
port.

Once again, Michigan taxpayers are donat-
ing our dollars to the rest of the Nation. |
refuse to stand idly by while our constituents
get fiscally abused. Paraphrasing a country
song, while the donee States get the gold
mine, the donor States get the shaft. The
funding formula for the donor States must be
corrected, and | will continue to fight for full
and fair equity in transportation funding for the
State of Michigan and the 15th Congressional
District. Our taxpayers and our constituents
deserve no less than our full and devoted ef-
fort to this end.

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Speaker, | rise today
in strong support of the conference report on
H.R. 2169, the Transporiation and Related
Agencies Appropriation Act for Fiscal Year
1998. Chairman FRanK WOLF and Senate
Chairman RICHARD SHELBY have worked hard
to ensure the transportation infrastructure
needs of the country are adequately funded.
Funding for surface transportation in this bill
has been increased by 20 percent and in-
cludes $300 million for the Appalachian Devel-
opment Highway System [ADHS].

Funding for the ADHS will help expedite
completion of corridor X and corridor V which
run through the Fourth Congressional District,
that | am privileged to represent.

Corridor X is the proposed four-lane super-
highway that will connect the cities of Mem-
phis, TN and Birmingham, AL. It is an unthink-
able omission from our National Highway Sys-
tem that there is no four-lane route between
these two important cities in the Southeast.

Corridor V is the proposed highway that be-
gins east of Tupelo, MS, and runs through
northern Alabama to Chattanooga, TN. Once
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completed, this highway will increase eco-
nomic activity in northern Alabama and pro-
vide an important link with corridor X.

Traditionally, the entire ADHS has been
without a stable and significant funding source
and this has resulted in the completion of only
78 percent of the corridors. By contrast, the
Interstate Highway System is 99 percent com-
pleted. The $300 million provided in H.R. 2169
is a giant step in the right direction for ADHS,
corridor X and corridor V.

In addition, President Clinton and the Con-
gress have both submitted legislation to reau-
thorize the Intermodel Surface Transportation
Efficiency Act [ISTEA] that include a specific
funding category for the ADHS. While there
are numerous disputes over funding formulas
and overall funding levels in that debate, | am
hopeful that whatever version to reauthorize
ISTEA becomes law includes a specific cat-
egory for ADHS. With a steady, stable source
of funding, we can ensure that the transpor-
tation infrastructure of the Appalachian region
is ready to meet the challenges of the twenty-
first century.

Once again, | commend Chairman WOLF
and Chairman SHELBY for their hard work and
look forward to working with them next year to
build on this year's success.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I yield back
the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the conference report.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the conference report.

Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XV, the
yveas and nays are ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 401, nays 21,
not voting 11, as follows:

[Roll No. 510]

YEAS—401
Abercrombie Boucher Cummings
Ackerman Boyd Cunningham
Aderholt Brady Danner
Allen Brown (CA) Davis (FL)
Andrews Brown (OH) Davis (IL)
Archer Bryant Davis (VA)
Armey Bunning Deal
Bachus Burr DeFazio
Baesler Burton DeGette
Baker Buyer Delahunt
Baldacei Callahan DeLauro
Ballenger Calvert DeLay
Barcia Canady Dellums
Barr Cannon Deutsch
Barrett (NE) Capps Diaz-Balart
Barrett (WI) Cardin Dickey
Bartlett Carson Dicks
Barton Castle Dixon
Bass Chabot Doggett
Bateman Chenoweth Dooley
Becerra Christensen Doolittle
Bentsen Clay Doyle
Bereuter Clayton Dreder
Berman Clement Duncan
Berry Clyburn Dunn
Bilbray Coble Edwards
Bilirakis Collins Ehrlich
Bishop Combest Emerson
Blagojevich Condit Engel
Bllley Cook English
Blumenauer Cooksey Ensign
Blunt, Costello Eshoo
Boehlert Cox Etheridge
Boehner Coyne vans
Bonilla Cramer Everett
Bono Crane Ewing
Borskl Crapo Farr
Boswell Cubin Fattah

Fawell
Fazio
Filner
Flake
Foglietta
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fowler
Fox
Frank (MA)
Franks (N.J)
Frelinghuysen
Furse
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gepharde
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Green
Greenwood
Gutlerrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (F1)
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hinchey
Hincjosa
Hobson
Holden
Hooley
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kanjorskl
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kim
Kind (WD)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kueinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Latham
LaTourecte
Lazlo

Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manton
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsul
McCarthy (MO)
MecCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
MeDade
MeDermott
MeGovern
McHale
McHugh
MeInnis
MelIntosh
Melntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-
MeDonald
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Myrick
Nadler
Neal
Nethercubt
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pappas
Parker
Pascrell
Pastor
Paxon
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Redmond
Regula
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Reyes

Riggs

Riley

Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan

Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce

Rush

Ryun

Sabo

Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaefer, Dan
Schaffer, Bob
Schumer
Scott

Sensenbrenner

Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Adam
Smith, Linda
Snowbarger
Snyder
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Stokes
Strickland
Stump
Sununu
Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (M3)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tierney
Torres
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Weygand
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wise
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Wolf Wynn Young (AK)
Woolsey Yates Young (FL)
NAYS—21
Camp Granger Sanford
Campbell Hoekstra Scarborough
Coburn Hostettler Smith (MDD
Conyers Johnson, E. B. Stabenow
Dingell Kilpatrick Stupak
Ehlers Levin Upton
Frost Paul Wexler
NOT VOTING—11
Bonlor Hilliard Murtha
Brown (FL) Kennedy (RI) Schiff
Chambliss Largent Waxman
Gonzalez Lewis (KY)
0 1250

Messrs. CAMP, SMITH of Michigan,
and LEVIN changed their vote from
‘‘yea' to “‘nay.”

Mr. GUTIERREZ changed his vote
from *‘nay’ to “‘yea.”’

So the conference report was agreed
to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

————

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPRO-
PRIATIONS, MEDICAL LIABILITY
REFORM, AND EDUCATION RE-
FORM ACT OF 1998

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to House
Resolution 264 and rule XXIII, the
Chair declares the House in the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union for the consideration of
the bill, H.R. 2607.

[J 1252
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 2607) mak-
ing appropriations for the government
of the District of Columbia and other
activities chargeable in whole or in
part against the revenues of said Dis-
trict for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1998, and for other purposes,
with Mr. CAMP in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
North Carolina [Mr. TAYLOR] and the
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. MORAN]
each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from North Carolina [Mr. TAYLOR].

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself such time as
I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I apologize for my
speech at the moment, but considering
where it was 6 or 8 weeks ago, it is
much better and I appreciate the com-
ments from my fellow colleagues about
my health.

I want to also thank the members of
my subcommittee, the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. NEUMANN], the gen-
tleman from California [Mr.
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CUNNINGHAM], the gentleman from Kan-

sas [Mr. TIAHRT], the gentlewoman
from Kentucky [Mrs. NORTHUP], the
gentleman from Alabama [Mr.

ADERHOLT], the gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr. MORAN], the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. SABo], and the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. DixoN] for
all their hard work on this bill.

The gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
MORAN], the ranking member and I
have disagreed on many parts of the
bill, but he has always been very sup-
portive in his efforts, with polite de-
bate and working with us in those
areas where we could agree.

It is often a thankless job, but a nec-
essary one, for we frequently hear
about the residents of the District, but
we have a responsibility to the 260 mil-
lion Americans to whom this city is
very special.

H.R. 2607, the District of Columbia
appropriations bill, fully funds the Dis-
trict of Columbia at $4.8 billion. It pays
down §200 million of the District’s
short-term debt and provides $100 mil-
lion additional if savings are provided.
It provides $269 million for needed cap-
ital improvements, school and street
repairs. It reforms medical mal-
practice. It provides scholarship choice
for Washington, DC students.

With the enactment of the Balanced
Budget Act early this summer, the
Congress relieved the District of some
$700 million in spending responsibil-
ities and provided the District with
some $235 million in net savings. Now,
this was not saved by the District, but
it was able to be used toward reducing
the District's debt. Our bill uses these
savings to pay down debt and to fix the
crumbling schools and streets which
have been disregarded in many cases in
the Nation’s Capital.

The bill provides that additional
management savings the District
promised in its fiscal year 1999 budget
be moved to fiscal year 1998, with any
savings realized devoted to further def-
icit reduction.

Finally, District revenues over esti-
mates will be placed in a D.C. tax-
payer's relief fund. That fund will per-
haps provide somewhere between $75
million and $100 million in much need-
ed taxpayer relief.

With over 100,000 taxpayers having
left the District in the past few years,
our bill tries to reach the twin goals of
making the city government more ef-
fective and keeping in place a tax base.
It really does not matter how efficient
we make D.C., because if we continue
driving taxpayers out of the District
then all we may be doing is just proc-
essing welfare payments.

Our bill also includes groundbreaking
provisions to provide educational
scholarships for the District’s children
and places noneconomic damage limits
on medical malpractice awards up to
$250,000, and permits the schools to
waive Davis-Bacon so that needed
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school repairs can get done in a timely,
cost effective manner.

The House passed education scholar-
ships as part of the fiscal year 1996 bill,
and the medical malpractice reform in
this bill is based on the House passed
medical malpractice provisions of this
year’'s budget bill.

Our bill also removed the tax exemp-
tion for the National Education Asso-
ciation and devotes their property tax
payment to charter schools.

Our bill also funds the University of
the District of Columbia Law School.
However, if it does not receive full and
unconditional accreditation, the funds
appropriated will be used for those stu-
dents currently enrolled to gain an
education elsewhere.

We provide District of Columbia po-
lice officers and fire fighters with a
needed pay raise based on merit—and
performance, for officers on the street,
not behind a desk. And we make sure
that school teachers have valid creden-
tials before they can receive a raise.

And, finally, our bill contains a num-
ber of important provisions to
strengthen the independence of the
D.C. inspector general and the chief fi-
nancial officer, and to provide the D.C.
Control Board with congressional di-
rection and priorities.

Our manager’'s amendment, drafted
with the full support of the gentleman
from Virginia [Mr. MORAN], my rank-
ing minority member, and incorporated
into the rule just passed, resolves sev-
eral thorny issues, including making
sure that the control board selects an
independent vendor qualified by the Of-
fice of Management and Budget to up-
date the District’'s current financial
management system.

Our bill also recognizes the policing
activity made by the U.S. Park Police
by providing, for the first time, funds
to reimburse the Park Police for their
major contributions to public safety.

Regarding Federal funds, the bill pro-
vides a total $827 million, including:
$180 million in Federal contribution to
the District, $169 million to corrections
for operations, $302 million to correc-
tions for facilities, $123 million for
courts, $23 million for pre-trial serv-
ices, $5.4 million for police merit raise,
$2.6 million for firefighters payraise,
$12.5 million for Park Police, $7 million
for Parental Choice Educational Schol-
arships, $1 million for District Edu-
cational Learning Technology Ad-
vancement Council [DELTA Council],
and $2 million for the DC Inspector
General.

The windfall of $235,000,000 realized
from the Revitalization Act is allo-
cated as follows: $200 million in deficit
reduction, $30 million in PAYGo street,
and school repairs, and $ million in
management performance fund.

In the bill we establish a D.C. tax-
payer relief fund and require that any
District revenue in excess of estimates
be deposited into the fund. It is esti-
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mated that perhaps $75 will be depos-
ited. Tax cuts will be enacted by the
District City Council based on the rec-
ommendations of the D.C. Tax Revision
Commission and the Business Regu-
latory Reform Commission. The bill
also moves up to $100 million in fiscal
yvear 1999 management savings initia-
tives to fiscal year 1998, savings real-
ized devoted to deficit reduction.

In addition the bill includes several
other provisions.

Law School: Fully funds UDC School
of Law contingent upon receive full
and unconditional accreditation. If ac-
creditation is not received by February
28, 1998, school closes and remaining
funds re for D.C. resident student
scholarships at area law schools.

Davis-Bacon waiver, Permits D.C.
public schools to waive Davis-Bacon re-
quirements for school construction and
repairs, saving the District up to 20
percent. Similar waiver have been
granted for natural disaster like Hurri-
cane Hugo, the D.C. school situation is
a man made disaster but a disaster
nevertheless.

Pennsylvania Avenue reopening: At
the recommendation of a District City
Council Member, the bill re-opens that
section of Pennsylvania Avenue in
front of the White House to traffic. The
closure has disrupted the flow of traffic
and impeded citizen access to the
White House.

Welfare Cap: Places District Council
enacted welfare caps—holding pay-
ments to the higher of surrounding ju-
risdictions—into that portion of the
D.C. Code which is unamendable by the
District Council. This provision en-
sures that the District will not again
become a welfare payment magnet.

Medical Malpractice Reform: District
physicians continue to pay medical
malpractice premiums as much as two
times greater than in neighboring
States, reducing the number of physi-
cians willing to practice in the city and
limiting access to health care. The
bill’s $250,000 cap on noneconomic dam-
ages, and joint and several liability re-
form could reduce such premium by 20
percent. Five of the District’s thirteen
hospitals operated at a loss last year,
and the cash strapped city government
paid $15 million in tort recoveries last
year.

The District of Columbia is the only
jurisdiction in the country with no
limits on malpractice awards.

Repeal of National Education Asso-
ciation Tax Exemption: The bill elimi-
nate the property tax exemption for
the National Education Association.
Currently, some 34 organizations are
congressionally chartered and exempt
from paying District of Columbia prop-
erty taxes. Only one, the National Edu-
cation is a labor union. The NEA has
announced that it agrees, it principal
to pay it’s one million, one hundred
thousand dollar tax bill.

There are many changes in this legis-
lation that are very much needed, and
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many of the provisions are not in the
Senate bill.

[ 1300

The Senate bill does not restrict pay
raises to those teachers who have valid
teaching credentials. The House bill
does. The House bill also on a bipar-
tisan basis strengthens the independ-
ence of the District's inspector general
and chief financial officer so they can
carry out their duties without inter-
ference. The Senate does not.

The House bill also tightens up the
use of detailees and requires the user
office to pay for the detailees. This is
very much needed based on recent re-
ports showing certain city offices with
more employees than they admit to.
The Senate bill does not address this
issue.

The House bill also caps the out-
rageous tort awards which are driving
medical providers out of the District
and making medical care more difficult
and more expensive to get. The Senate
bill does not.

The House bill also cuts the size of
the Mayor's security in half, from 30
members to 15, and puts those highly
trained police officers on the street to
go after criminals. The Senate bill al-
lows the mayor to keep the largest se-
curity detail in the Nation.

The House bill gives the city impor-
tant tools to improve its finances by
allowing for the recovery of fees and
costs for bad checks and by clarifying
the city's authority over unclaimed
property. These are tools that are es-
sential if the city is to improve its fi-
nances. The Senate bill is silent on
those issues.

The Senate bill does not provide the
District with the authority to make di-
rect deposits for all payments. The
House bill does. The House bill makes
sure that the congressionally created
Control Board is audited and that the
funds it earns as interest are appro-
priated by this body. The Senate bill
does not.

The House bill caps the District’'s
welfare payments at the higher of the
surrounding jurisdictions. The Senate
bill permits the District to raise wel-
fare payments to as high as 50 percent
above the surrounding jurisdictions,
once more making Washington the wel-
fare capital of America.

The House bill includes language re-
storing fairness in the application of
the local property tax among labor or-
ganizations in the District. This provi-
sion will generate an additional $1.3
million in local tax revenues. The Sen-
ate bill does not address this issue at
all.

Those are just a few of the dif-
ferences between the House and the
Senate bills. The work that we provide
in this bill is certainly commendable.
We urge Members’ support for this leg-
islation.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.
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Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to begin
by taking this opportunity to express
my appreciation for the gentleman
from North Carolina [Mr. TAYLOR] and
the work that he has put into this ap-
propriations bill.

He and I do disagree on many of the
provisions in this bill and, in fact, on
many of the issues considered by this
Congress. We come from different parts
of the country and very different con-
gressional districts. We have very dif-
ferent ideologies, philosophies, and in-
fluences that govern our decisions. De-
spite all of this and despite our dis-
agreements, the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. TAYLOR] and his staff
have been honest, forthright, and fair
throughout consideration of this bill.

I am also deeply impressed with the
way that the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. TAYLOR] has been able to
bounce back from his stroke last sum-
mer. Such an ailment would challenge
any of us as we try to continue to re-
sume a normal life. Through it all, he
has not only worked to resume his re-
sponsibilities as a Member of the House
but has also carried forth his respon-
sibilities as chairman of the District of
Columbia Appropriations Sub-
committee.

I say to the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. TAYLOR], he has re-
mained a gentleman from the day he
took over as chairman of this sub-
committee, and I appreciate the oppor-
tunity to have worked with him.

Mr. Chairman, the District of Colum-
bia Appropriations Act is never an easy
bill to pass. The Congress has the re-
sponsibility to ensure that Federal
funds appropriated to the District of
Columbia are spent wisely. We have the
responsibility to ensure that congres-
sionally created entities operate prop-
erly. We have the statutory responsi-
bility to approve the local expenditure
of locally raised revenues.

Yet, some Members are willing to ab-
dicate that responsibility and vote
against the District of Columbia Ap-
propriations Act unless, they can inter-
ject national and ideological issues
into this debate. The District of Co-
lumbia Appropriations Act is the
smallest appropriations bill, yet it be-
comes a magnet for controversial and
extraneous riders.

Congress has never been able to re-
sist the opportunity to play city coun-
cil for a day and impose its will on this
city. In fact, when I first ran for Con-
gress in 1990, my opponent boasted of
how he attached a rider to the D.C. bill
that prohibited the University of the
District of Columbia from spending
money to buy a controversial painting.
My colleagues may remember that
issue. He probably does. That was 6
years ago.

Every Member, well, not every Mem-
ber, but a number of Members attempt
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to advance their own political careers
at the expense of the District of Colum-
bia.

Since then, I have seen amendment
after amendment being offered to the
D.C. appropriations bill that addressed
national or ideologic concerns. Prohi-
bitions on the use of funds for abortion,
prohibitions on the use of funds to
allow individuals to include domestic
partners in their health insurance poli-
cies have been perennial amendments.

In fact, they have become so common
that the District of Columbia’s city
council is unwilling to fight them any-
more and already included these riders
in their own budget submission. So all
those issues that have been given that
they have accepted them, they are al-
ready in the D.C. Council’'s budget.

Recently, there have been amend-
ments on vouchers, on charter schools,
on Davis-Bacon. In the Senate, there
have been amendments changing the
Senate procedures on the use of holds.
Now, what does that have to do with
the District of Columbia changing an
arcane procedure within the District’s
own rules? That is not even relevant to
the House, never mind the Nation or
the District of Columbia. But it was an
amendment that was attempted to be
attached to this bill.

The House bill is more of the same.
The actual appropriations language in
the bill ends on page 27. The next 102
pages is dedicated to general provi-
sions. Think of that. The appropria-
tions process is concluded after 27
pages, and then we have got 102 pages
trying to do what is properly under the
purview of the authorizing committee
and does not belong in an appropria-
tions bill.

Some of the provisions are good. I
would like to see some of these things
enacted. Some of them are clearly
wrong. Almost all of them go beyond
the city’'s request, and they interject
ancillary issues into this debate.

Now, in defense of the gentleman
from North Carolina [Mr. TAYLOR], I
have to say that the bill we are dealing
with today is much better than the bill
that was considered by the sub-
committee. Of course, that is faint
praise, since the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. TAYLOR] put those provi-
sions in the subcommittee. But we
have been able to work closely to-
gether and we have struck those provi-
sions that cut the local budget by $300
million. It would have reduced the city
employment by more than 2,000 posi-
tions and imposed a residency require-
ment on city employees.

Those issues were struck. Those are
not part of this bill, and that is very
fortunate. But the manager's amend-
ment that we will offer today still is
necessary, because that further does
improve this bill, stakes out more
things that we both now agree ought
not to be in the bill. It strikes a num-
ber of provisions that have unintended
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consequences, things that we never in-
tended to do, that would have adverse
consequences on the District or are
simply not appropriate for inclusion in
the bill.

But there remains, Mr. Chairman,
much more to be done. And that is why
I will be offering a substitute amend-
ment that will not only remove the re-
maining problems in this bill but will
also ensure that we can actually pass
the bill and have it enacted into law
before the continuing resolution ex-
pires.

We owe that to this country, to the
responsibility we assume as national
representatives in this Congress, and
we certainly owe it to the District of
Columbia residents to give the District
of Columbia its spending bill, not to
force them into a continuing resolution
situation where the Control Board can-
not even issue any long-term contracts
it is going to cost them much more
money to operate. It is not right to
force them into a continuing resolution
situation.

The only way to avoid that is to
agree to the amendment that brings us
back to the Senate version. We have 3
more working days before the existing
congressional continuing resolution ex-
pires. Let us pass my substitute
amendment and get this bill signed
into law during those 3 days.

After that has passed, we will have
plenty of time to debate school vouch-
ers, Davis-Bacon, medical malpractice,
welfare caps, prohibiting helicopter
flights, restricting the use of auto-
mobiles under 26 miles per gallon, new
financial management system con-
tracts, charter school leases, cutting
school administrators, closing Pennsyl-
vania Avenue, repealing the NEA's tax
exemption, restricting the ability to
fire the chief financial officer and the
Inspector General, and every other an-
cillary provision that have been added
to this appropriations bill.

Nobody wants me to repeat that
long, long list again. But it makes a
point. Those are all issues that do not
belong in this bill. I support many of
these provisions, though. I mean, 1
would like to see them done. Get them
done by the authorizing committee.

I would also support, though, the Dis-
trict’s Control Board. We set it up. It is
doing a good job. The District’'s author-
izing committee knew what they were
doing. They have a responsibility. Let
them fulfill their responsibility. Let
local governments, this is a basic fun-
damental Republican premise, let local
governments plan their own affairs.
Let them raise their own revenue, and
let them spend their own money. Let
them best determine how to serve their
citizens. It is their responsibility under
our democratic form of government.
Let them fulfill their responsibility.
Let us fulfill our responsibility.

Support my amendment that will let
us go back to the Senate version,
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which is the consensus budget. Get the
bill enacted. Do the right thing.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself such time as
I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, of course taking the
suggestion of the gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr. MORAN], we could just abol-
ish the House and just let the Senate
make our determinations and we could
all go home. But many of us think we
have additional ideas that we would
like to put forth.

There is some hypocrisy, Mr. Chair-
man, about the items that we have in-
serted here. First of all, the Constitu-
tion lays at the steps of the Congress,
the management of the District of Co-
lumbia. It is our full responsibility.
And we can certainly work with the
city council and the administration,
but we bear the responsibility for legis-
lation for the Nations Capital.

Second, many times it serves the mi-
nority's interests well when they do
not go with the city, and sometimes
they want to go with the city. For in-
stance, the administration, without
any consultation with Congress, with-
out any consultation with the city
council, closed a section of Pennsyl-
vania Avenue, at great inconvenience
to the people of this city.

Now, without getting into the de-
bate, I have put language in our bill to
reopen that closed section because we
have no evidence that that was closed
with good reason.

0 13156

We think that the city council, which
has asked us to insert the reopening
provision is acting within their powers
and that they should be consulted since
this being a city street rather than just
the administration making the deci-
sion.

Also, Congress enacted a few years
ago on a bill that moved the city’s resi-
dency requirement for its 30,000 em-
ployees to live within the city. The
District wanted to keep that residency
requirement. It was the Congress that
removed that, as it was pandering to
the unions, and that has worked a se-
vere hardship upon the city.

Mr. Chairman, 1 yield 5 minutes to
the gentleman from California [Mr.
CUNNINGHAM].

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I
think the diligence of the chairman,
the gentleman from North Carolina
[Mr. TayLoOR], is extraordinary, espe-
cially in the case of his medical prob-
lem, and he has fought back, and I
want to thank the chairman.

I would also like to thank the rank-
ing minority member, the gentleman
from Virginia [Mr. MORAN]. As he
knows, I just gave Mary a box of candy
from California and there is another
one where that comes from, I would
say to the gentleman, to sweeten him
up.
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1 would also like to thank the gen-
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. LIVING-
sTON], the chairman of the full com-
mittee. I have never voted for a D.C.
bill in the 6 years I have been here, be-
cause it has been general practice to
just have business as normal. The gen-
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. LIVING-
STON] says, ‘‘Well, Duke, you complain
about it. If you think it is broke, fix
it.”” So I get my pittance on the D.C.
appropriations bill, but I want to tell
my colleagues something that is re-
warding: The gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. DixoN] has been wonderful,
and I even thank the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] for his mellowing
in his later years.

Mr. Chairman, I have spoken to
Members, and I realize that on the po-
litical side of this, it is difficult. It is
difficult in some cases for our Repub-
lican Members to go against the spe-
cial interests of the unions. I under-
stand it is difficult for Members on the
other side at the same time, and I have
talked to them about it. The actual
issues, they wish they could support,
but they cannot.

Mr. Chairman, when we talk about
campaign finance reform, we talk
about the essence of it is taking out
special interests so that we can actu-
ally help. I would also like to thank
the gentlewoman that represents the
District [Ms. NoORTON]. Although we
may disagree on issues, she was there,
she participated with her city. She had
hearings, she was present, she is not on
the subcommittee, but yet she took the
time to show up and do that.

I think it is just a shame, though,
that in the case of special interests
that we cannot pass legislation, or we
may have difficulty passing legislation
that will actually help the city, will
help children, will help parents, and I
think that the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. TAYLOR], the chairman of
the subcommittee, has done a good job.

But what have we tried to do? I want
to assure my friends on the other side,
although we may talk about ideology,
and there may be some portions in
this, I want to tell my colleagues that
my motives are pure. I want to get the
most amount of dollars down to a
school system to where the school, the
average is 86 years old, and they have
to replace school roofs. A lot of the
schools, the fire department has had to
take over because they are dangerous.
And if we can get the maximum
amount of dollars into those schools,
and it has been proven time and time
again in many, many States by
waiving Davis-Bacon for school con-
struction that we save a lot of dollars,
and that is the intent. This is an emer-
gency situation. It is not ideological to
me. To look at charter schools, in
which many cases the unions blasted
charter schools, but I think the sweep-
ing, overwhelming good that they do
and allowing the District of Columbia
to go into those, I think it is a benefit.
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There is an union group that is ex-
empt from taxes. It will get $1.3 million
a year into the school system. That is
good. It gets more money to upgrade
the computers, because when we have
schools that age, I guarantee my col-
leagues that the technology and the
science equipment, the math, and we
have large amounts of students that do
not even finish and graduate from
those schools, we have to do something
to help that and to get the most
amount of dollars to do that.

We recognize the Jaime Escalante
type of teachers by increasing the
funding for those teachers that are
credentialed. There are many, and I
have met them because I live in the
District of Columbia, and there are
many good teachers in Washington,
DC, but yet they are plagued by teach-
ers that are not, like in many of our in-
nermost cities, and we want to recog-
nize those that do a good job and re-
ward them for that.

But I think most of all that there is
an area in which parents feel like they
are hopeless. Children do not have a
chance, and I would like to read this. It
is from Dr. King. He said,

In this spirit, House Majority Leader Dick
Armey of Texas and Representative Floyd
Flake, a Democrat from New York, and sev-
eral other Congressmen have proposed the
District of Columbia Student Opportunity
Scholarship Act.

Low-income, low-income parents
that feel denied will have a chance, for
the first time, to offer their children a
chance at a good education.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 4/2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY], the
ranking Democrat on the full Com-
mittee on Appropriations.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, my first
assignment in this House was the Dis-
trict of Columbia appropriations sub-
committee after I went on the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, and I have
seen the Congress for many years treat
the District of Columbia almost as its
private plantation.

The very first fight I ever had in this
House was when the Congress tried to
hold up money for construction of the
D.C. subway until they could reach
agreement that the District of Colum-
bia would proceed to build more high-
ways and another bridge into George-
town. I thought that kind of leverage
was improper then, and I think it is
improper now.

We have a problem when Congress
tries to impose its own judgment on
how the city ought to run. We are pro-
viding governance without representa-
tion, because when we make decisions
that affect the lives of people in the
District of Columbia, they have no
remedy if we make the wrong decision
because they cannot vote us out of of-
fice. That is why it is essential for the
Congress to exercise restraint in its
oversight of the District of Columbia.
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Now, I have seen a lot of efforts
through the years to have this Con-
gress micromanage the District. This
bill, in my view, is the worst effort
that I have ever seen on the part of the
Congress in all of the years I have been
here, going back to the time when this
Congress held up for 2 years needed
money to build the subway until the
subway became more expensive be-
cause of the delay. I do not believe that
it is in the public interest of the Dis-
trict or our taxpayers for us to get in
the way of the ability of the fiscal con-
trol board to try to bring order to Dis-
triet of Columbia affairs. This bill guts
their ability to do that.

It imposes Congress's judgment on
vouchers. It requires vouchers be pro-
vided in order to send children in some
cases to private schools. Now, maybe
they ought to make that judgment, but
the Congress should not make that
judgment when they have no recourse
if they disagree with that judgment.
The Congress has overstepped its
bounds, in my view, in a good many
areas which the gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr. MORAN] has already de-
scribed.

The issue here in my view is not
whether some of these policy judg-
ments should have been arrived at; the
issue is who should arrive at those
judgments. It is not the Congress; it is
the fiscal control board which was ap-
pointed to do the job.

So what the Moran amendment is
going to do, instead of unilaterally im-
posing actions on the District, the
Moran amendment is going to simply
ask the House to take the approach al-
ready adopted by Senator FAIRCLOTH,
hardly a raving left-wing radical; it
takes the approach which he has sug-
gested and would substitute that for
the approach taken by the sub-
committee.

Under ordinary circumstances, I do
not like to do that, because I do not
like to adopt Senate judgments with-
out further consideration. But given
the gross committee overreaching in
this case, by dictating to the District
on what it ought to do on airplane
flights, what it ought to do on the Dis-
trict of Columbia Law School, what it
ought to do on other financial arrange-
ments, it gives us no choice but to look
for a more responsible way, and that
more responsible way has been pointed
out by Senator FAIRCLOTH. So in my
view, we ought to adopt the Moran
amendment.

In addition to being the right thing
to do, it is the one thing that will
produce a real bill. We will not produce
a real bill by having the Congress dic-
tate to the District of Columbia. We
will produce a real bill, which dem-
onstrates that Congress also knows
how to exercise restraint, because that
will enable us to get a bill with a presi-
dential signature on it and that the
President shall not veto.
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We are now 1 week into the fiscal
yvear. We should not be continuing to
push our ideological preferences, we
should be looking for practical solu-
tions. The Moran amendment is that
practical solution, and I would urge
support for it when the time comes.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Virginia [Mr. DAVIS].

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I appreciate the chairman yield-
ing me this time, and I thank him for
one of the most thankless tasks in Con-
gress, and that is chairing the Sub-
committee on the District of Columbia
of the Committee on Appropriations;
and also the gentleman from Virginia
[Mr. MoraN], my friend from my neigh-
boring district.

I actually share a lot of concerns
that my friend from Virginia has ex-
pressed in terms of this bill over-au-
thorizing and in some areas going con-
trary to where these authorizers have
gone. We want to strengthen the con-
trol board. They have cut over $100 mil-
lion from the city budget over the last
2 years, I think very constructive fi-
nancial abilities, and there have been
some misrepresentations to the con-
trary.

There have been some comments
made that we could not get the streets
plowed during the snowstorm and the
big blizzard and the control board
could have paid the bills directly. This
legislation would not allow that, be-
cause they would have to come back to
Congress to reprogram under con-

. tracts. Of course at the time of the big

blizzard, the control board was not
even up and operating.

Nevertheless, there are some very
good things in this bill that the chair-
man has put in. He has attempted to
work and try to bring us closer to-
gether on issues on which we have dis-
agreed, and I want to thank him and
express my appreciation for that.

Two years ago, consistent with my
sponsorship of the law creating the
control board for the District of Co-
lumbia, I supported what was then
known as the Gunderson amendment.
This was sponsored by our former col-
league, Steve Gunderson, and it sought
to enact educational reforms in the
District.

Along with the education commis-
sion of the States, I believed then and
I believe now that low-income scholar-
ships are a good vehicle for providing
poor students with choices and oppor-
tunities more financially advantaged
children enjoy, thus promoting equity.
While many of the Gunderson reforms
were enacted, this one was not, and at
that time a Senate filibuster eventu-
ally killed the proposal.

Today, the opponents of opportunity
scholarships in the District of Colum-
bia find themselves in an ever-shrink-
ing minority of public opinion. Oppo-
nents are increasingly hard-pressed to
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justify their obstruction to change.
Though many opponents of reform send
their own children to private schools,
they persist in standing in the school-
house door when it comes to poor chil-
dren in the District of Columbia.

I stand with those who want to open
the schoolhouse door. I stand with my
colleagues in this House, like the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. FLAKE],
and colleagues in the Senate like JOE
LIEBERMAN, MARY LANDRIEU, and PAT
MOYNIHAN. I stand with advocates like
Alveda King,, the niece of Martin Lu-
ther King, who supports scholarships of
this type as fulfilling the dreams of her
uncle.

Only the ostrich who sticks his head
in the sand would deny that our public
schools in our urban centers are in cri-
sis. In the District, eighth grade test
scores are T9-percent below the na-
tional average for math and 29-percent
below the national average for reading.
That is why the control board created
an emergency board of trustees last
year. They are continuing to struggle
with crises as diverse as violence,
leaky roofs, and poor attendance, and
for the fourth straight year schools
were not able to open on time in the
District of Columbia.

The reforms contained in the D.C. ap-
propriations bill would provide $7 mil-
lion for student opportunity scholar-
ships, and some 2,000 poor kids would
benefit.
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Parents would have to apply for the
money. Nobody is making them apply
for the money, but it gives them the
opportunity that the rest of us have. I
dare say not one Member of Congress
sends their kids to public schools. We
would like to extend these opportuni-
ties to some of the poorest in our urban
centers.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia,
Ms. ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me the
time, and I thank the gentleman for
his very hard work for the District of
Columbia. I thank the gentleman from
North Carolina [Mr. TAYLOR] for his
hard work as well, and I want to say
that what I will say today is in no way
meant to detract from the hard work
and good faith that both the chairman
and the ranking member have shown as
they have worked for this budget.

I do hold up the statement of policy
of the administration to tell Members
why there are at least a half-a-dozen
reasons why this bill will be vetoed.
When we are talking about the Capital
of the United States, which is on its
knees, we ought to be after a bill that
will be passed swiftly.

On behalf of the people of the Dis-
trict of Columbia, I rise to ask for
Members’ support for the Moran sub-
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stitute. I do so because the bill before
us violates basic democratic principles,
will cripple the District’s recovery, and
will undermine the difficult job we our-
selves have given to the Control Board,
whose efforts have the respect and con-
fidence of the majority of this body.

The substitute we offer is not a
Democratic substitute. The substitute
is the work of North Carolina Senator
LAucH FAIRCLOTH, who has been de-
scribed as the most conservative Mem-
ber of the U.S. Senate. I can tell Mem-
bers all about that. In negotiations on
the D.C. rescue package just before the
balanced budget bill, I was unable to
keep the Senator from taking down
much of home rule and putting the
Control Board in charge of the city.

The Senator’s bill largely respects
home rule, but not because he cares
about that. Rather, it is because the
Control Board and the District sub-
mitted a consensus budget that is itself
so conservative a document that even
the North Carolina Senator found no
reason to substantially alter it.

While Members here are lining up for
ways to spend a predicted surplus, the
Senate supported the District appro-
priation because the District uses its
surplus largely to pay down debt. The
Senate bill supported the District's de-
cision to come into balance a year
early. It is the prudent, even conserv-
ative, fiscal policy that is at the core
of the Moran substitute that has rec-
ommended it across party lines. It was
reported out of the Senate Committee
on Appropriations 26 to 1.

Vouchers, of course, is the House
bill’s high profile controversial provi-
sion, but the people from Members’ dis-
tricts already know what to do when
that issue is put to them: 20 referenda,
20 defeats. I have already called the
roll on that during the rule.

For 30 years residents from States in
the north and south, east and west,
have rejected vouchers. Even when the
voucher advocates lose, however, they
double back and lose again, always by
more than they lost the first time. In
California they lost first by 61 percent,
and then by 70 percent; in Washington
State, first by 61 percent and then by 65
percent; in Massachusetts, first by 62
percent, and then they lost by 70 per-
cent. They cannot win for losing, Mr.
Chairman.

Here in the District the vote against
vouchers was the largest of all, an al-
most unanimous 89 percent. Unable to
trump that, the majority asked that
we substitute a Republican-worded poll
for the votes of the people I represent.

I respectfully disagree with the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. DREIER],
who suggested during debate on the
rule that the vote in D.C. was not a
voucher vote. It was exactly that. D.C.
residents rejected a tax credit for par-
ents who would send their children to
private or religious schools, money
that otherwise would have gone to the
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District’'s general fund. A voucher by
any other name is still a voucher, and
until D.C. residents vote again on this
issue, this body cannot impose vouch-
ers without wiping away each and
every claim they have to American
principles of democracy.

Mr. Chairman, this bill represents a
compendium of provisions the majority
has been unable to pass despite their
control of both Houses: vouchers, med-
ical liability, Davis-Bacon. The strat-
egy is simple: find a jurisdiction that
cannot fight back and simply impose
their will, like any old dictatorship;
find a jurisdiction whose delegate votes
you seized and work your will. They
call themselves a devolution Congress?
Shame on them. If they pass this bill,
they will be unable to make any claim
to devolution or democracy. I say to
the Members, if you want these ideo-
logically charged measures, do them on
your own dime with your open bill for
your own majority, not on the backs of
the taxpaying residents that I rep-
resent.

The ideological baggage may be the
most apparent, but it is not the most
appalling. After all, the majority often
cannot resist ideological targets but it
has refrained from targeting the five
distinguished citizens who sit on the
Control Board. Not content to go after
city officials, this bill unwinds much of
the most painstaking and vital work of
the Control Board. The bill does reck-
less damage, to name only some of the
most irrational provisions.

Mr. Chairman, I include for the
RECORD the following Statement of Ad-
ministration Policy:

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESI-
DENT, OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT
AND BUDGET,
Washington, DC, October 9, 1997.
STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION PoLicy—H.R.
2607—DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPROPRIA-

TIONS BILL, FY 1998

This Statement of Administration Policy
provides the Administration’s views on H.R.
2607, the District of Columbia Appropriations
Bill, FY 1998, as reported by the House Ap-
propriations Committee. Your consideration
of the Administration's views would be ap-
preciated.

The Administration strongly opposes sec-
tion 342 of the Committee bill, which would
provide for the use of $7 million in Federal
taxpayer funds for private school vouchers.
Instead of investing additional resources in
public schools, vouchers would allow a few
selected students to attend private schools,
and would draw attention away from the
hard work of reforming public schools that
serve the overwhelming majority of D.C. stu-
dents. Establishing a private school voucher
system in the Nation’s Capital would set a
dangerous precedent for using Federal tax-
payer funds for schools that are not account-
able to the public. If this language were in-
cluded in the bill presented to the President,
the President's senior advisers would rec-
ommend that the President veto the bill.

While the Administration appreciates the
support of the Committee in developing a
bill that provides sufficient Federal funding
to implement the National Capital Revital-
fzation and Self-Government Improvement
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Act of 1977 (the Revitalization Act), we
strongly oppose a number of the provisions
of the Committee bill, as described below.
Even if the provision concerning school
vouchers were to be stricken, the Committee
bill would remain unacceptable. Unless the
Administration’s concerns are satisfactorily
resolved, the President's senior advisers
would recommend that the President veto
the bill. The Administration urges the House
to approve the Moran substitute amendment,
which would address a number of the con-
cerns detailed below.

PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE

The Administration strongly opposes sec-
tion 159 of the bill, which would require that
Pennsylvania Avenue in front of the White
House be opened on January 1, 1998. On May
20, 1995, the Department of the Treasury im-
plemented the security action to prohibit ve-
hicular traffic on Pennsylvania Avenue be-
tween 15th and 17th Streets. A White House
Security Review concluded that there was no
alternative to prohibiting vehicular traffic
on Pennsylvania Avenue that would ensure
the protection of the President of the United
States, the first family, and those working
in or visiting the White House Complex from
explosive devices carried in vehicles near the
perimeter. The Committee's action would
jeopardize the safety of those inside the
White House Complex.

PUBLIC ASSISTANCE PAYMENTS

The Administration opposes section 149 of
the bill, which would prohibit the District
from increasing public assistance payments
under the Temporary Assistance for Needy
Families Program beyond the level provided
under the District of Columbia Public Assist-
ance Act of 1982. This restriction is incon-
sistent with the broad flexibility provided
under Federal welfare reform and could
hinder the District’s efforts to invest re-
sources in areas necessary to move individ-
uals off welfare and into work.

DAVIS-BACON ACT

The Administration strongly opposes sec-
tion 363 of the Committee bill. As drafted,
this provision would permit waiver of the ap-
plication of the Davis-Bacon Act to con-
struction and repair work for the District of
Columbia schools. Waiving these protections
would deny payment of locally prevailing
wages to workers on Federally funded con-
struction sites. The Administration supports
the Sabo amendment to strike this provi-
sion.

ABORTION

The Administration strongly opposes the
abortion language of the Committee bill,
which would prohibit the use of both Federal
and District funds to pay for abortions ex-
cept in those cases where the life of the
mother is endangered or in situations involv-
ing rape or incest. Further, the Department
of Justice has advised that the language
would be unconstitutional regarding funds
provided to the District of Columbia Correc-
tions Trustee, to the extent the language
places an undue burden on a woman's right
to obtain an abortion. The Administration
continues to view the prohibition on the use
of local funds as an unwarranted intrusion
into the affairs of the District and would
support an amendment, if offered, to strike
this prohibition.

MICROMANAGEMENT

The Administration opposes the provisions
of the Committee bill, that would further re-
strict or otherwise condition management of
the District government and expenditure of
funds, thereby undercutting the Financial
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Responsibility and Management Assistance
Authority’s (the Authority’s) oversight role
and responsibility for the District's annual
budget.

Specifically, the Administration opposes
provisions of the bill that would require the
District to direct surplus FY 1998 revenues to
a taxpayer relief fund and earmark $200 mil-
lion in local funds for deficit reduction.
These provisions do not reflect the consensus
agreement reached by the Authority, the
Council, and the Executive Branch on the FY
1998 budget for the District. Moreover, Con-
gress has given to the Authority the respon-
sibility for guiding the District toward long-
term financial health, and that role should
not be undercut by unnecessary micro-
management.

The Administration also opposes a provi-
sion that would amend the District’'s tort
laws and impose a cap on punitive damages
at an arbitrary level. The Administration be-
lieves that these limits undermine the very
purpose of punitive damages, which is to
punish and deter misconduct. Furthermore,
the Administration strongly opposes any dif-
ferentiation between so-called “‘economic’
and ‘“non-economic’” damages. ‘“‘Non-eco-
nomic' damages are just as real as economic
damages, and limiting them imposes a hard-
ship on the most vulnerable members of our
society.

In addition, we oppose House language that
would restrict the District’s authority to im-
prove its financial management systems.
The District has been told by Congress, by
the General Accounting Office, and by the
Administration for some time that it needs
to improve its financial management sys-
tems. The DC Chief Financial Officer and the
Authority have taken steps to implement
the necessary improvements. The Congress
should not use this appropriations bill to
block those efforts.

TREASURY BORROWING AUTHORITY

The Committee bill Includes language that
would prohibit the District from borrowing
to finance its accumulated general fund def-
icit. It is not uncommon for cities recovering
from severe cash flow problems to finance
accumulated deficits through long-term bor-
rowing. The Revitalization Act allows the
District to borrow up to $300 million from
Treasury for deficit financing if the District
can show that it does not have private mar-
ket access. The District needs the flexibility
to use the treasury window for long-term
borrowing in case the private markets are
not accessible.

D.C. COURTS AND OFFENDER SERVICES FUNDING

The Administration strongly opposes lan-
guage in the Committee bill that provides
for funding the District of Columbia Courts
and Offender Services through the Office of
Management and Budget. The Administra-
tion urges the Committee to consider pass-
ing funding through stand alone accounts.
The Administration’s original proposal
called for funding to be passed through the
State Justice Institute.

Additionally, the Administration would
recommend that the House include language
that would make available funds collected
by the District of Columbia Courts for nec-
essary expenses, including the funding of
pension costs.

The Administration is committed to work-
ing with the House to produce a bill that will
assist the District in its continued efforts to-
ward financlal recovery.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN

The CHAIRMAN. Members are re-
minded not to characterize individual
Members of the U.S. Senate.
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Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. LIVING-
STON], the chairman of our full com-
mittee.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, the
gentlewoman who just spoke cares
deeply about the lives of the constitu-
ents that she represents and about the
welfare of this great city. I think to
charge the majority with the label of
being ideologically motivated, though,
is unfair. I heard it from the gentleman
from Wisconsin as well.

The fact is I do not think it is ideo-
logical to say to the NEA that is
housed in a great big facility here in
the city, that they ought to pay taxes
like everybody else. I do not think it is
ideological to try to tell the parents of
a youngster who is bound to go to a
school that has proven itself inferior
and incapable of delivering a decent
education. It is in these schools where
the youngster is effectively sentenced
to try to survive in that school, which
in turn yields a high probability that
he may ultimately be sentenced to
prison, if he survives. I do not think it
is ideological to say that he should
have another opportunity to go to an-
other school.

I do not think it is ideological to say
that we should come up with a system
that makes it cheaper to build new
schools, or repair older schools so they
can be habitable for youngsters, rather
than being bound and hogtied by ideo-
logical Davis-Bacon laws that say that
you have to pay higher wages and thus
have less money to repair the facili-
ties.

I do not think it is ideological to say
that a law school ought to quit conning
its students, giving them diplomas that
they cannot use, and simply get itself
accredited, so it gives the people that
participate in the enrollment in that
school an opportunity for a quality
legal education. Those are not ideolog-
ical propositions. They are simply
commaon sense.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 15 seconds.

Mr. Chairman, I would make it clear
that the National Education Associa-
tion has agreed to pay all of its prop-
erty taxes, and in fact, in this bill, it
would do so.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from California [Mr.
DI1xXon].

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me the
time.

First, Mr. Chairman, let me say to
the ranking member that I can clearly
understand the most difficult job that
he has in this bill.

To the chairman of the sub-
committee, I have great respect for
him. I just think that he is entirely
wrong on this issue, and I admire the
way and the courage the gentleman has
shown in coming back and improving
his own health.
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Let me say that this is a very, very
sorry hour for the House of Representa-
tives. I am reminded of the song that
*It Cuts Both Ways,'' because men and
women on this floor have tried to cut it
both ways. When they wanted some-
thing, they stuck it in the bill, whether
it was on my right or on my left.

We had a concept of home rule, and I
will take my fair share of the blame for
not moving faster. But I worshipped at
the altar of home rule. We decided that
we wanted to place an intermediary be-
tween us and Congress, and we put a
Financial Control Board in place. This
bill has taken us from home rule back
to the plantation for 600,000 people.

If Members listen to what our chair-
man said, the things in this bill stem
from City Council actions. There will
be a time today that we will have a
chance to speak on the voucher system
and have a healthy discussion. The
gentleman from San Diego, CA [Mr.
CunNINGHAM], I appreciate that he is
operating in good will.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
North Carolina [Mr. TAvLOR] has at-
tacked the Control Board in a Dear
Colleague letter that he sent out, the
instrument that Congress set up. Why?
Because he does not like a lot of the
things that it has done.

Just for one second, let me contrast
that with part of the voucher system.
The Control Board is selected by the
President. All the D.C. residents re-
ceive no money. They work at this for
nothing. It is a labor of love. These are
people who have good backgrounds
from diverse areas and do not need
this.

In the voucher system, we com-
pensate them for reviewing and giving
out 2,000 vouchers no more than $5,000
a year. Instead of letting the District
appoint these people, the Speaker and
the majority leader in the Senate give
a list to the President of the United
States to decide on who should get
2,000 vouchers. What are we kidding
ourselves about here? We are not inter-
ested in improving the quality of the
public or private schools; we are inter-
ested in beating our own political horse
here.

If Members listen to the rhetoric of
my good friend, the gentleman from
southern California, as I said before, it
was loaded with purr and snarl words:
*“The labor bosses;"’ he even called the
gentleman carrying the rule, the chair-
man of the DNC.

Let us get serious about what we are
doing here. If we want to take back
home rule, let us do it cleanly, but let
us not do it in this very obscure way.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 30 seconds to the
gentleman from Arkansas [Mr.
DICKEY].

Mr. DICKEY. Mr. Chairman, 1 thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me
for the purposes of having a colloquy.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to state
that he is to be commended for the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

work that he has done, the outstanding
efforts and hard work in bringing this
bill to the floor, and during that time,
for being such a shock absorber for the
media criticism that he has received.
The same goes for the gentleman from
Virginia [Mr. MORAN].

I have brought to the attention of
the chairman and to the D.C. appro-
priations a bill that would prevent two
individuals who are unmarried from
adopting a child. This amendment has
been included in the House version of
the D.C. appropriations bill in the past.
I feel that the responsible adoption
amendment should be included in the
fiscal year 1998 bill.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DICKEY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from North Carolina.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I appreciate the gentleman’s
concerns, and I will make every effort
to accommodate the gentleman’s re-
guest in conference.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 5 seconds to myself.

Mr. Chairman, I would say that I will
make every effort to ensure that provi-
sion is not accommodated in con-
ference, for what it is worth.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentlewoman from Michigan [Ms.
STABENOW].

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate the opportunity to speak on a
subject that, while it affects the Dis-
trict of Columbia, it affects the entire
country.

Mr. Chairman, those of us in Michi-
gan care very deeply about the children
of the District of Columbia and this
city. I want to first congratulate the
very effective voice of the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia,
Ms. ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON, the Del-
egate, for her advocacy on behalf of her
constituency. This in particular to me
is a philosophical debate, an ideolog-
ical debate around the issue of edu-
cation. This is the provision I wish to
speak to today in strong opposition in
this bill.

We saw this year children starting
school 3 weeks late, some later, be-
cause the roof was falling in in some
D.C. schools.
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The Republican ideology says the re-
sponse is to send 3 percent of the chil-
dren to private schools with vouchers.
The Democratic response is, fix the
roof. Fix the roof. Support public edu-
cation. Care about all of the children,
not just 3 percent that would be given
the opportunity to go to private
schools through the wvouchers in this
bill.

We have today in USA Today a head-
line, ‘*Schools struggle to utilize tech-
nology.” Only a fraction of America’s
schools are integrating technology to
benefit their students, says an alliance
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of prominent business and education
leaders, the CEO Forum.

I mention this because the $7 million
in this bill that goes to 3 percent of the
children for vouchers would rewire 656
public schools in the District of Colum-
bia for children. This is about a com-
mitment for all children in the District
of Columbia to be successful and com-
pete in that world economy that they
will face.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. HORN].

Mr. HORN. Mr. Chairman, I am an
educator. I have spent 30 years of my
life in education, and I have long op-
posed vouchers generally, but I have fa-
vored vouchers to build competition
within public schools. Mr. Chairman,
we are in such a crisis in this city that
I will vote today to support vouchers.

In the 1960’s, I lived in the District.
My two children went to desegregated
public schools. They received a first
rate education. But since the 1960’s, we
have had a failure in management, a
failure in discipline, a failure in over-
coming dilapidated guarters, and that
is part of our problem.

Mr. Chairman, we simply cannot let
another generation of African-Amer-
ican students get out of school improp-
erly educated so they do not have any
opportunities in this society. I think it
has come to the point where we have to
face reality, and reality is to give a
shock to that system and get the job
done and get back to education.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Maryland [Mr. WYNN].

Mr. WYNN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
MoRAN] for allowing me to speak and
also for his hard work. I also would
like to recognize the work of the gen-
tleman from North Carolina [Mr. TAY-
LOR].

Mr. Chairman, although I disagree
with much in the bill, I do agree that
we do need to give a raise to our local
police officers in the District of Colum-
bia, and that is included in the bill. For
that, I am appreciative.

On the other hand, I do take great
exception to this notion of vouchers
that is included in the bill. We should
make no mistake; when we hear the
Republicans say they are providing
scholarships, which sounds like a great
idea, they are not; they are providing
vouchers, which takes taxpayers’
money out of public schools and puts
that taxpayers’ money into private
schools. I think that is wrong.

Mr. Chairman, the District of Colum-
bia government is not without its
shortcomings. I represent Prince
George’'s and Montgomery Counties. I
am their neighbor, and I know. But
they have also made tremendous
progress. The fact of the matter is, the
District of Columbia is not a planta-
tion to accommodate the whims of cer-
tain Members of Congress, nor is it a
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laboratory in which we can experiment
on the people of the District of Colum-
bia. It is an elected democratic govern-
ment, and it deserves respect, and it
deserves the right to make its own de-
cisions.

Government does have a role. We in
Congress do have a role. We exercise
that role by putting in place the Con-
trol Board to assist in the management
of the District of Columbia. But now
this bill would supersede the role of the
Control Board and try to micromanage
government. It does so particularly in
the area of vouchers.

Mr. Chairman, this bill takes $45 mil-
lion over 5 years out of the District of
Columbia and it gives it to 2,000 stu-
dents. That leaves behind 76,000 stu-
dents who need their roof repaired in
their schools, that need new books,
that need technological improvements,
that need teachers with better pay,
that need better overall facilities.

They say, “We are doing this to help
the poorest of the poor. We are doing
this to help the people who are really
needy.” The problem is, it leaves be-
hind the middle class, the working
class, the people who pay the taxes in
the District of Columbia. Their chil-
dren do not get the benefit of this lat-
est experiment, and, again, I think
that that is wrong.

Mr. Chairman, I urge that this body
adopt the Moran substitute. It is a bal-
anced, fair approach, and it respects
the sovereignty and dignity of the citi-
zens of the District of Columbia.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I would like to inquire how much
time we have remaining on both sides.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Virginia [Mr. MORAN] has 44 min-
utes remaining, and the gentleman
from North Carolina [Mr. TAYLOR] has
5% minutes remaining.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gentle-
woman from Michigan [Ms. KiL-
PATRICK].

Ms. KILPATRICK. Mr. Chairman, 1
offer thanks to the gentleman from
Virginia [Mr. MORAN], our ranking
member, for giving me the opportunity
to come before this body today, as well
as to the gentleman from California
[Mr. DixonN], who has shown his leader-
ship as we discuss the life of over
600,000 people in this city of ours, our
Capital City, who have no representa-
tion who can vote in this Congress.

Mr. Chairman, 600,000 people, more
than 4 States’ population, and yet they
have no vote here in this Congress. And
if they did, I do not think we would be
debating as we are today how they
would run their schools.

I stand here opposed to this legisla-
tion for many reasons. First of all, it
repeals the Davis-Bacon provision that
says that prevailing wages and safety
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regulations will be had for the workers
who work on construction and repair
projects here in the District of Colum-
bia district with over 600,000 people.

It also closes the UDC Law School. It
is not a time to close our law school. It
is an opportunity for people to go to
law school who would otherwise not
have it. I think it is a tragedy.

Mr. Chairman, this bill talks about
school wvouchers. Over 90 percent of
children in America go to public
schools. I am a parent and former high
school teacher and a graduate of all-
public universities. I have two children
who graduated from public school. One
is now a lawyer; the other owns her
own business. Many of us in this Con-
gress are products of public education.

Why then are we putting our will on
over 600,000 people in the District of
Columbia who have said over and over
again, and in a vote of over 60 percent,
that they do not want vouchers?

Mr. Chairman, 1 say to the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
[Ms. NORTON], Madam D.C. Congress-
woman, for your efforts we praise you.

Mr. Chairman, to all of my col-
leagues who want to run the District of
Columbia I say, leave them alone. Give
them D.C. statehood. That is what they
want, 600,000 people, more than the
population of four States. I think it is
unfortunate, and 1 urge my colleagues
to vote against this legislation.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH].

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, let me
just say very quickly that I do not
think that the debate today is a matter
of who cares more about children. I
think both sides care deeply and pas-
sionately about children, and that is
something to celebrate.

But I have come to the conclusion
that it is not possible for the public
schools to reform internally without
the pressure that is put on them from
the outside through the concept of
competition. I think we all need to
think about it. The purpose of competi-
tion is not to destroy the public school,
the purpose of competition is to im-
prove the public school so that the pub-
lic school can be a viable institution
and a critical part of the culture of
America.

But I really believe that without the
competition that puts the pressure on
those within the public school to have
to begin to stand up, which many are
now beginning to do, and bring about
the essential reforms that are nec-
essary to give our children a chance to
become successful in life, it is not
going to work.

Mr. Chairman, this is the beginning
of a very important debate, and ulti-
mately the public will be set free, both
private schools will be effective and
public schools will be improved.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gentle-
woman from New York [Mrs. LOWEY].
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Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to this bill for several im-
portant reasons, and I want to con-
gratulate the gentleman from Virginia
[Mr. MoORAN], the ranking member of
this committee, on his substitute.

First, the bill contains a very harm-
ful private school voucher provision. 1
am very concerned that private schools
that receive Federal funding would not
be held accountable to the taxpayers. 1
am also very concerned that funding
private religious schools with public
money is a clear violation of the con-
stitutional principle of state-church
separation.

As we all know by now, the funding
for the bill would provide vouchers for
approximately 3 percent of all D.C. stu-
dents. Mr. Chairman, I ask my col-
leagues, what about the other 97 per-
cent who do not win this educational
sweepstakes? What kind of message
does a random lottery send to our
youth? It tells them that their future
is based on the luck of the draw, not
their effort and ambition and not equal
opportunity for all.

Mr. Chairman, in my judgment, the
answer is not a limited voucher pro-
gram, it is tougher academic stand-
ards, safer school buildings, smaller
classes, more teacher training.

This bill also repeals the Davis-Bacon
law for D.C. school construction
projects. This repeal will not improve
the District’s crumbling schools but
will discriminate against the District’s
construction workers. These workers
deserve to earn a decent wage. A recent
study, in fact, comparing school con-
struction costs in five States with
State prevailing wage laws and four
States without such laws found that
costs were actually lower in those
States governed by State prevailing
wages.

If those on the other side really care
about the District’s crumbling schools,
they should support H.R. 1104, the
Partnership to Rebuild America’s
Schools, which would provide the Dis-
trict with $15 million to rebuild its
schools and $5 billion nationwide.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I do not have a lot of time to re-
serve.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Virginia has 15 seconds remain-
ing.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, with that amount of time I really
ought to reserve for rebuttal, would be
my preference. Perhaps the gentleman
from North Carolina would like to con-
clude or at least to use up a little more
of his.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, we have one remaining
speaker to close. We have the right to
close, I believe, do we not?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from North Carolina has the right to
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close. The gentleman from Virginia,
Mr. Moran, has used approximately 15
seconds to announce that he would like
to say something else. The gentleman
has 4 seconds remaining.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, I would urge my col-
leagues to support the substitute
amendment which gives us the Senate
bill. The Senate bill means that we will
have an enacted bill, we will do the
right thing by the citizens of the Dis-
trict of Columbia and, in my opinion,
the right thing by the Congress of the
United States.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I yield the balance of my
time to the gentleman from New York
[Mr. WaLsSH], the former chairman of
the subcommittee.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the distinguished gentleman from
North Carolina [Mr. TAYLOR], chairman
of the Subcommittee on the District of
Columbia, and the gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr. MoORAN], the ranking mem-
ber, for their hard work.

Mr. Chairman, when the gentleman
from North Carolina took over this re-
sponsibility, I urged him to be bold,
and he has been bold. This city needs
dramatic attention, and this bill pro-
vides attention and it provides solu-
tions to many of the problems.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to dedi-
cate my time at the podium to talk
about this D.C. Opportunity Scholar-
ships Program. Whether we call them
scholarships or we call them vouchers,
they are a lifeline to the poor kids in
this city and their families.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to tell my
colleagues a little bit about my home-
town in Syracuse, where I was first
married and raised my kids in a strong
middle-class neighborhood in Syracuse.
There were two schools, a private
school, a parochial school, and public
school.

Mr. Chairman, these two schools
competed with each other for the kids.
The PTO's from each school would go
up and down the street knocking on
doors, encouraging young parents to
send their kids to their schools. Both
schools taught kids, rich and poor and
middle-class.

The public school had eminently bet-
ter facilities. They had better bonding.
They had better gyms. They had better
science labs and all kinds of better fa-
cilities. The Catholic school provided
more nurturing and discipline. Kids in
trouble in one school could leave that
school and go to the other, and vice
versa. All of the kids were served. It
was great for the kids.

Mr. Chairman, I am convinced, I am
absolutely convinced, that we cannot
have good public schools if we do not
have good private schools.
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We cannot have good private schools
if we do not have good public schools.
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In that middle class neighborhood, that
worked. In the poor neighborhoods, the
choice was not there because the poor
people could not afford the private
schools. This will give them that op-
portunity in this city.

This is not a union vote or an anti-
union vote. We have the highest re-
spect for teachers. They are a national
treasure. They take all of society’s ills
upon their shoulders and try to help
these kids to get through what other-
wise would be a difficult, difficult ex-
istence. This is not anti-teacher. This
is pro-teacher. The teachers need help.
Go to the inner city schools, go to the
public schools, ask the teachers, they
are stressed out. They are burned out.
This will help them. This will make
their schools better. It will make the
entire educational system of this coun-
try better.

Specifically, though, we are talking
about the District of Columbia. The
teachers want better schools as much
as the parents do, if not more so, and
they are fighting a losing battle. Poor
families should have choices like mod-
erate income and wealthy families do.

In Syracuse, our public school super-
intendent sends his child to a private
school; so do some of the Members of
the school board. They do it for the
right reasons; that is a good decision.
Why? Because they could get the edu-
cation that they want at those schools.
In Washington, DC, the President of
the United States made a decision to
send his daughter to a private school.
Why? I do not care why. That is his de-
cision. But he has the resources to do
that.

Why should not poor families have
that choice? There is no ideological or
philosophical argument. There is no ar-
gument. To argue to the contrary is
hypocrisy. There is no solid, firm
standing to argue for public schools,
against vouchers, when they are send-
ing their kids to private schools.

Let us do this for the children. For-
get about ideology, forget about union
or nonunion. This is not that issue.
This is about breaking the cycle of pov-
erty and violence for the kids in our
cities, especially this city, this city
which we have so much love for and re-
spect for and compassion for.

I do not understand it, Mr. Chairman.
I do not understand how anyone could
argue against this simple program to
help some kids in this great city.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
L.AHooD). All time for general debate
has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the amendment
printed in part I of House Report 105-
3156 is adopted and the bill is considered
read for the amendment under the 5-
minute rule.

The text of H.R. 2607, as amended by
part I of House Report 105-315, is as fol-
lows:

H.R. 2607

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
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Congress assembled, That the following sums
are appropriated, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for the
District of Columbia for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 1998, and for other pur-
poses, namely:
TITLE I—FISCAL YEAR 1998
APPROPRIATIONS
FEDERAL FUNDS

FEDERAL CONTRIBUTION TO THE OPERATIONS
OF THE NATION'S CAPITAL

For a Federal contribution to the District
of Columbia towards the costs of the oper-
ation of the government of the District of
Columbia, $180,000,000; as authorized by sec-
tion 11601 of the National Capital Revitaliza-
tion and Self-Government Improvement Act
of 1997, Public Law 105-33.

OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL

For the Office of the Inspector General,
$2,000,000, to prevent and detect fraud, waste,
and abuse in the programs and operations of
all functions, activities, and entities within
the government of the District of Columbia.

METROPOLITAN POLICE DEPARTMENT

For the Metropolitan Police Department,
$5,400,000, for a 5 percent pay increase for
sworn officers who perform primarily non-
administrative public safety services and are
certified by the Chief of Police as having met
certailn minimum standards referred to in
section 148 of this Act.

FIRE AND EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES

DEPARTMENT

For the Fire and Emergency Medical Serv-
ices Department, $2,600,000, for a 5 percent
pay increase for uniformed fire fighters.

FEDERAL CONTRIBUTION TO PUBLIC SCHOOLS

For the public schools of the District of
Columbia, $1,000,000, which shall be paid to
the District Education and Learning Tech-
nologies Advancement (DELTA) Council es-
tablished by section 2604 of the District of
Columbia School Reform Act of 1995, Public
Law 104-134, within 10 days of the effective
date of the appointment of a majority of the
Couneil’s members.

FEDERAL PAYMENT TO THE DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA CORRECTIONS TRUSTEE OPERATIONS

For payment to the District of Columbia
Corrections Trustee for the administration
and operation of correctional facilities,
$169,000,000, as authorized by the National
Capital Revitalization and Self-Government
Improvement Act of 1997, Public Law 105-33.
PAYMENT TO THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA COR-

RECTIONS TRUSTEE FOR CORRECTIONAL Fa-

CILITIES, CONSTRUCTION AND REPAIR

For payment to the District of Columbia
Corrections Trustee for Correctional Facili-
ties, $302,000,000, to remain available until
expended, of which not less than $294,900,000
is available for transfer to the Federal Pris-
on System, as authorized by section 11202 of
the National Capital Revitalization and Self-
Government Improvement Act of 1997; and
$7,100,000 shall be for security improvements
and repairs at the Lorton Correctional Com-
plex.

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

FEDERAL PAYMENT TO THE DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA
CRIMINAL JUSTICE 8YSTEM
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)
Pursuant to the National Capital Revital-
ization and Self-Government Improvement
Act of 1997 (Public Law 105-33) $146,000,000 for

the Office of Management and Budget, of
which: (1) not to exceed $121,000,000 shall be
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transferred to the Joint Committee on Judi-
cial Administration in the District of Colum-
bia for operation of the District of Columbia
Courts; (2) not to exceed $2,000,000 shall be
transferred to the District of Columbia
Truth in Sentencing Commission to imple-
ment section 11211 of the National Capital
Revitalization and Self-Government Im-
provement. Act of 1997, (3) not to exceed
$22,200,000 shall be transferred to the Pretrial
Services, Defense Services, Parole, Adult
Probation, and Offender Supervision Trustee
for expenses relating to pretrial services, de-
fense services, parole, adult probation and
offender supervision in the District of Co-
lumbia, and for operating expenses of the
Trustee; and (4) not to exceed $800,000 shall
be transferred to the United States Parole
Commission to implement section 11231 of
the National Capital Revitalization and Self-
Government Improvement Act of 1997.
UNITED STATES PARK POLICE

For payment to the United States Park
Police for policing services performed within
the District of Columbia, $12,500,000.

FEDERAL CONTRIBUTION TO THE DISTRICT OF

COLUMBIA SCHOLARSHIP FUND

For the District of Columbia Scholarship
Fund, $7,000,000, as authorized by section 342
of this Act for scholarships to students of
low-income families in the District of Co-
lumbia to enable them to have educational
choice.

DIVISION OF EXPENSES

The following amounts are appropriated
for the District of Columbia for the current
fiscal year out of the general fund of the Dis-
trict of Columbia, except as otherwise spe-
cifically provided.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA TAXPAYERS RELIEF
FunDp

For the District of Columbia Taxpayers
Relief Fund, an amount equal to the dif-
ference between the amount of District of
Columbia loeal revenues provided under this
Act and the actual amount of District of Co-
lumbia local revenues generated during fis-
cal year 1998 (as determined and certified by
the Chief Financial Officer of the District of
Columbia): Provided, That such amount shall
be deposited into an escrow account held by
the District of Columbia Financial Responsi-
bility and Management Assistance Author-
ity, which shall allocate the funds to the
Mayor, or such other District official as the
Authority may deem appropriate, in
amounts and in a manner consistent with
the requirements of this Act: Provided fur-
ther, That these funds shall only be used to
offset reductions in District of Columbia
local revenues as a result of reductions in
District of Columbia taxes or fees enacted by
the Council of the District of Columbia
(based upon the recommendations of the Dis-
trict of Columbia Tax Revision Commission
and the Business Regulatory Reform Com-
mission) and effective no later than October
1, 1998.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA DEFICIT REDUCTION

FunD

For the District of Columbia Deficit Re-
duction Fund, $200,000,000, to be deposited
into an escrow account held by the District
of Columbia Financial Responsibility and
Management Assistance Authority, which
shall allocate the funds to the Mayor, or
such other District official as the Authority
may deem appropriate, at such intervals and
in accordance with such terms and condi-
tions as the Authority considers appropriate:
Provided, That an additional amount shall be
deposited into the Fund each month equal to
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the amount saved by the District of Colum-
bia during the previous month as a result of
cost-saving initiatives of the Mayor of the
District of Columbia (described in the fiscal
year 1998 budget submission of June 1997), as
determined and certified by the Chief Finan-
clal Officer of the District of Columbia: Pro-
vided further, That the District government
shall make every effort to implement such
cost-saving initiatives so that the total
amount saved by the District of Columbia
during all months of fiscal year 1998 as a re-
sult of such initiatives is equal to or greater
than $100,000,000: Provided further, That the
Chief Financial Officer shall submit a report
to Congress not later than January 1, 1998,
on a timetable for the implementation of
such initiatives under which all such initia-
tives shall be implemented by not later than
September 30, 1998: Provided further, That
amounts in the Fund shall only be used for
reduction of the accumulated general fund
deficit existing as of September 30, 1997.

GOVERNMENTAL DIRECTION AND SUPFORT

Governmental direction and support,
$119,177,000 and 1,479 full-time equivalent po-
sitions (including $98,316,000, and 1,400 full-
time equivalent positions from local funds,
$14,013,000 and 9 full-time equivalent posi-
tlons from Federal funds, and $6,848,000 and
70 full-time equivalent positions from other
funds): Provided, That not to exceed $2,500 for
the Mayor, $2,500 for the Chairman of the
Council of the District of Columbia, and
$2,500 for the City Administrator shall be
available from this appropriation for official
purposes: Provided further, That any program
fees collected from the issuance of debt shall
be available for the payment of expenses of
the debt management program of the Dis-
trict of Columbia: Provided further, That no
revenues from Federal sources shall be used
to support the operations or activities of the
Statehood Commission and Statehood Com-
pact Commission: Provided further, That the
District of Columbia shall identify the
sources of funding for Admission to State-
hood from its own locally-generated reve-
nues: Provided further, That $240,000 shall be
available for citywide special elections: Pro-
vided further, That all employees perma-
nently assigned to work in the Office of the
Mayor shall be paid from fands allocated to
the Office of the Mayor.

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND REGULATION

Economic development and regulation,
$120,072,000 and 1,283 full-time equivalent po-
sitions (including $40,377,000 and 561 full-time
equivalent positions from local funds,
$42,065,000 and 526 full-time equivalent posi-
tions from Federal funds, and $25,630,000 and
196 full-time equivalent positions from other
funds and $12,000,000 collected in the form of
Business Improvement Districts tax revenue
collected by the District of Columbia on be-
half of business improvement districts pursu-
ant to the Business Improvement Districts
Act of 1996, effective May 29, 1996 (D.C. Law
11-134; D.C. Code, sec. 1-2271 et seq.) and the
Business Improvement Districts Temporary
Amendment Act of 1997 (Bill 12-230).

PUBLIC SAFETY AND JUSTICE

Public safety and justice, including pur-
chase of 135 passenger-carrying vehicles for
replacement only, including 130 for police-
type use and five for fire-type use, without
regard to the general purchase price limita-
tion for the current fiscal year, $502,970,000
and 9,719 full-time equivalent positions (in-
cluding $483,5567,000 and 9,642 full-time equiv-
alent positions from local funds, $13,519,000
and 73 full-time equivalent positions from
Federal funds, and $5,894,000 and 4 full-time
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equivalent positions from other funds): Pro-
vided, That the Metropolitan Police Depart-
ment is authorized to replace not to exceed
25 passenger-carrying vehicles and the De-
partment of Fire and Emergency Medical
Services of the District of Columbia is au-
thorized to replace not to exceed five pas-
senger-carrying vehicles annually whenever
the cost of repair to any damaged vehicle ex-
ceeds three-fourths of the cost of the replace-
ment: Provided further, That not to exceed
$500,000 shall be available from this appro-
priation for the Chief of Police for the pre-
vention and detection of crime: Provided fur-
ther, That the Metropolitan Police Depart-
ment shall provide guarterly reports to the
Committees on Appropriations of the House
and Senate on efforts to increase efficiency
and improve the professionalism in the de-
partment: Provided further, That notwith-
standing any other provision of law, or May-
or's Order 8645, issued March 18, 1986, the
Metropolitan Police Department’s delegated
small purchase authority shall be $500,000:
Provided further, That the District of Colum-
bia government may not require the Metro-
politan Police Department to submit to any
other procurement review process, or to ob-
tain the approval of or be restricted in any
manner by any official or employee of the
District of Columbia government, for pur-
chases that do not exceed $500,000: Provided
Surther, That the District of Columbia Fire
Department shall provide quarterly reports
to the Committees on Appropriations of the
House and Senate on efforts to increase effi-
ciency and improve the professionalism in
the department: Provided further, That not-
withstanding any other provision of law, or
Mayor's Order 86-45, issued March 18, 1986,
the District of Columbia Fire Department’s
delegated small purchase authority shall be
$500,000: Provided further, That the District of
Columbia government may not require the
District of Columbia Fire Department to
submit t